
Nixon at the Summit, May 13–May 31, 1972

224. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, May 14, 1972, 10:30 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Soviet Ambassador Anatoliy Dobrynin
Henry A. Kissinger

SALT

Dobrynin came in in order to carry out, as he said, the priority of
the confidential channel on SALT matters, and submitted a whole se-
ries of texts (Tab A)2 which were going to be given to our delegation
in the next few days in Helsinki. He asked for my quick reaction.

On their proposed Article III on inclusion of SLBMs, and on their
proposed “Definition of ICBM,” I made no comment.

On their proposed language that “it is not expedient to set geo-
graphic limits to the location of areas of ABM deployment for cover-
ing ICBM silos,” I told him this would be completely unacceptable. He
left the impression that our objection would be manageable.

On their “Draft Exchange Letter” on SLBMs, I reminded Dobrynin
that to reach their totals the Soviets must dismantle G- and H-Class sub-
marines. Dobrynin said Moscow understood that we had mentioned
this as our position. I expressed no opinion on the draft “Annex: State-
ment of the Soviet Side” except to say that the last sentence could not
be drafted in any way that implied that the “premise” referred to was
one that we accept. Dobrynin indicated this was a manageable point.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 494, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, 1972, Vol. 11. Top Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only.
The meeting was held in the Map Room at the White House. Kissinger returned to his
office at 11:30 a.m. (Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 438,
Miscellany, 1968–1976, Record of Schedule) On May 14 Kissinger sent Smith a backchan-
nel message that transmitted the text of the first 5 paragraphs of this memorandum. (Na-
tional Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 427, Backchannel Files,
Backchannel Messages, SALT, 1972)

2 Attached but not printed. Also attached but not printed was the text of an oral
note that Dobrynin gave Kissinger at this meeting. The oral note stated that the Presi-
dent understood the Soviet concern expressed in a note handed to Kissinger by Dobrynin
on May 12 about damages to Soviet ships in North Vietnamese harbors; see footnote 4,
Document 221. U.S. military commanders had been given strict instructions not to at-
tack Soviet ships. The note also stated that U.S. air operations against Hanoi would be
suspended during Nixon’s visit to the Soviet Union.
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On the final item, on ABM radars, I made no comment.

Summit Preparations

Dobrynin then turned the conversation to the forthcoming Sum-
mit. He asked again what gifts the President might want. I told him
that some piece of art, as long as it wasn’t modern, would be very ap-
propriate. I then asked him what Brezhnev might want. Dobrynin said
he liked cars, which should be black. I mentioned something like the
Mustang. He said, no, he thought it would be some sort of Cadillac,
and he would call me later about what sort of Cadillac Brezhnev might
have in mind.

Vietnam

Later in the day, Dobrynin called me and delivered a message on
Vietnam, attached at Tab B.3

3 Attached but not printed. No record of this telephone conversation has been
found. The Soviet note, given by Sokolov to Haig at 2 p.m. on May 14, suggested that
the U.S. and Vietnamese sides resume their negotiations in Paris in early June and an-
nounce their intention to resume before the Moscow summit. The note also suggested
that neither side should make preconditions. As for private negotiations, the note stated
that they were not precluded, but warned that this was the view of the Soviet leader-
ship and not that of the North Vietnamese.

225. Memorandum of Telephone Conversation Between President
Nixon and His Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)1

Washington, May 14, 1972, 11:40 a.m.

K: Sorry; I was with Dobrynin.2 It’s highly complex, but nothing
you want to bother with. It’s how many radars should be at an ICBM
defense site.

P: As you and I both know, it doesn’t make a hell of a lot of dif-
ference. Just so we can defend it.

491-761/B428-S/60006

1 Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 372, Tele-
phone Conversations, Chronological File. No classification marking. According to the
President’s Daily Diary, President Nixon placed the call. (National Archives, Nixon Pres-
idential Materials, White House Central Files)

2 See Document 224.
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K: No, no; I agree with you, Mr. President. The only point is they
are playing the game keeping it a Brezhnev/Nixon [issue?]. And there-
fore before they submit anything in Helsinki, they clear it with me. And
therefore, it’s time-consuming. I am just trying to explain to you why
I’m seeing him.

P: No, no; I’m in no hurry. I just had one other thought. I wanted
to pass it on to you. Were you able to get into the gift field? 

K: Yeah, they [Brezhnev] want a car in the worst way. They are al-
ready looking through catalogs. Now their mind, however, is in the di-
rection of a small Cadillac.

P: Fine. 
K: I told him to call me back later today so that we can get on it.

It must be black.
P: Yeah, I know. But we’ll give them what they want. 
K: And I said, “Now listen, . . .”
P: I can give him a sports car, if he prefers. 
K: No, he doesn’t want a sports car. He wants a medium-size 

Cadillac.
P: Well, that’s a damn good car, incidentally. In other words, he

doesn’t [want] one with the jump seats, but just a medium-size, good-
looking Cadillac. 

K: That’s right. I guess . . . In fact that’s what he means is a hard-
top Cadillac.

P: Right. 
K: I think that’s what he has in mind.
P: You tell him we picked the hydro-foil? 
K: Yes.
P: Well, that’ll be an interesting trade. 
K: And they’re going to give you a picture. Oh, God, he’s just

drooling.
P: You told him I didn’t want modern art. 
K: There’s absolutely no danger of that . . . I’ve told him that, but

they are against modern art.
P: Oh, are they? 
K: Oh, yeah.
P: Well, they weren’t a few years ago. Khrushchev was against it

but . . . 
K: No, there’s no danger of that at all, but I told him that.
P: It doesn’t mean that much to have modern art. 
K: No, they won’t give you modern art. They have three things 

in mind. They want to give you a painting; they want to give you a

836 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV
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[silver?] coffee service; and then they’ve got a third thing—I think a
table or something.

P: Did the matter come up of those passports that are on the way
or anything? 

K: Well I talked to him. I talked to him first of the stories of the
mines being deactivated. I said, “Anatol, that’s total nonsense, and
don’t you base any policies on this. They cannot be deactivated except
after many months when they deactivate themselves. The President
cannot do it if he wanted to, and he wouldn’t want, but he cannot.”
Secondly, I said, “I read all these stories.” He said, “Look, if we want
to challenge you; we won’t have it put out by the Ministry of Merchant
Marines.” Thirdly, I said, “I hope you are not planning to cause any
embarrassment to the President.” He said, “I give you my word.” He
said, “We want to start an epoch; we don’t want to . . . this is a minor
incident,” he said, “Two years from now people won’t remember it.”

P: He wouldn’t have said that unless he was in touch with them
would he? 

K: Mr. President he is in daily, frequent touch with them. And
therefore I just do not believe—after they sign common principles with
us how the hell are they going to challenge us then. Even an attempt—
if they wanted to challenge us they should have done it last week.

P: Let me ask you this, two things. I am sitting here starting to
read two books. I must say it is hard going but if you got a minute I
would like to ask you which one you think is the best one. 

K: Which books are you reading?
P: Well this is the book—background reading for the President on

the Soviet Union and there are so many different theories. There is the
Danelle Bell(?) piece on Ten Theories in Search of Reality.3 I am plowing
through that—that’s probably worthwhile isn’t it?

K: That is worth reading.
P: But I am not going to read Ezie(?) Stone.4

K: No, no. I just put that in.
P: And I don’t know I never had much confidence in Brezensky(?).5

K: Well he is sort of—he is slightly. [. .]
P: Forty-three pages on this. And the First Circle6 I think that is too

historical to get into. Robert Conquest7 that might be good. 
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3 Reference is to the article “Ten Theories in Search of Reality” by Daniel Bell.
4 Reference is presumably to Polemics and Prophecies by Isidor F. Stone.
5 Reference is presumably to Zbigniew Brzezinski’s The Soviet Bloc: Unity and Conflict.
6 Reference is to The First Circle by Alexander Solzhenitsyn.
7 Reference is presumably to Russia After Khrushchev by Robert Conquest.
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K: That is good. That I would read.
P: All right. On foreign relations Richard Pipes(?)8

K: I would read that.
P: And Melvin Chrone(?)9 on troops in Europe. No, there is noth-

ing on troops that we are going to discuss with them. 
K: No, it will come up, but I wouldn’t bother.
P: But what the hell—whatever you have in your briefing papers

is going to be better than what these idiots write. 
K: Absolutely.
P: But you would recommend Beezensky(?)
K: Well, I just sort of . . . Conquest and Pipes(?) by all means.—
P: Good. Alright. Now the other thing I will read, I will read your

subject by subject with Brezhnev and if you will in preparing your own
papers . . . You know what I mean when I finally get down to it I only
have a few minutes to get it all in my head at the last. 

K: And I will also have the Dobrynin—anything I said to Dobrynin
on any of these subjects put in.

P: The one I will do—we will play more to you in this case than
we did in China. There it was important that they know me but here
they all know we are talking—and he will be playing to. You know
what I mean. 

K: Well he knows who he is dealing with by your actions last week.
By what you have done in September.

P: Yes. I don’t have to carry the whole monologue. 
K: No.
P: One other thing. As you know there is a vote on Tuesday.10 I spoke

to Haig about it. You are going to see some of the Republican doves to
try to keep them in line. The point Colson made to me is that somebody
between now and Tuesday to get across the fact that first it has a good
chance to work. The people who criticize it are all going back to that CIA
study in 1968 where they said it wouldn’t work.11 Well pointing out as I
told Haig three solid differences—if not more than that. First Cambodia
is cut off. Second that this is now a mechanized army requiring oil [and
lubricants?]. Third as distinguished from the bombing we are allowing a
hell of a lot more targets—you know what we mean in terms of what

838 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV

8 Reference is presumably to Formation of the Soviet Union by Richard Pipes.
9 Melvin Croan, Professor of Political Science, University of Wisconsin Madison.
10 On May 16 the U.S. Senate adopted, by a vote of 47 to 43, an amendment to a

Department of State appropriations bill cutting off all funds for U.S. military operations
in Vietnam 4 months after reaching an agreement with North Vietnam on release of pris-
oners of war and on an internationally supervised cease-fire.

11 Not found.
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we are getting at. And fourth of course a total cut off from the sea. My
point is—doesn’t this make sense. The only one who had written on
it—I have looked at a few columns—got at it a bit was Alsop.12 [omis-
sion in the source text] I wonder if you shouldn’t tell him that and also
wondering if you should get about ten of our most influential colum-
nists for a backgrounder. Or do you think it is not worth it. 

K: My strong conviction on the news Mr. President is that the
events are going to speak for us.

P: Well in other words. We will probably lose this vote. 
K: No.
P: You don’t think this is the wrong signal to the Russians(?)
K: No I think the Russians, I think understand that you have de-

feated these guys before. I mean this is the sense of the Senate. It is al-
most our program, it is a lousy thing to cut off funds. I would much
rather win the vote and I will bleed my heart out to these liberal Sen-
ators and I think[—]

P: Then in other words as far as the effect of the actions just let
them speak for themselves. 

K: I would just absolutely act cold bloodedly confident.
P: True, we are, we are. 
K: That is my impression. Because I think Mr. President they have

got one more [omission in the source text] around Hue. And we may ac-
tually win this goddamn thing now.

P: Well that is what we are going to try to do now—I mean do now. 
K: Xuan Thuy saw Chou En-lai yesterday—no one has said yet

what they are going to do.
P: Where did he see him in Peking. 
K: In Peking on the way back to Hanoi.
P: With the Chinese—I know you are going to tell them—remem-

ber I told them and you told them too we will make absolutely no deal
with the Russians that we are not prepared to make with them. So in
my letter to him will you make that point.13 There will be some agree-
ments—agreements that have been going on for a long time and are
absolutely bilateral. They are not related to anything else. We are ready
to do any that you are interested or any others that we have discussed.
I think it is very important that they know—for trade for example, we
are going to give them the same things we are going to give the Rus-
sians. Don’t you think this is important. 

K: Absolutely, it is crucial.
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13 No copy of this letter has been found.
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P: And we don’t want our Russian things to be misinterpreted in
anyway. That he can be sure—oh one other thing. Have one of the fel-
las that was there at the meeting, you know Lord. You may remember
at one point Chou En-lai spent thirty or forty minutes telling me things
he wanted me to tell the Russians. Do you remember? If you could re-
fer specifically in the letter that I give to him that I have noted that in
the conversation I will cover that. He can be sure that we will stand
firm with regard—you know. 

K: Absolutely. Excellent.
P: You remember that don’t you. 
K: I remember it very well.
P: Something about [conflict?] on the borders thing and the rest.

But also putting it in a very hard line in a sense. He was doing that, I
think, for the record. 

K: Absolutely. He doesn’t want you to talk about their problems
to the Russians.

P: Right, right. And that he can be sure that I will not disclose to
the Russians any part of the conversation I had with him. He has my
personal assurance of that. 

K: Absolutely.
P: And then you can proceed to disclose the part of the Russians

to him. 
K: Right. I think we can handle it, Mr. President.
P: Let me ask you one final thing. I was thinking a week ago when

we were discussing this . . . You remember, you said you expect all of
your staff were unanimous in their agreement that the Summit would
be cancelled. Helms was of that opinion. And Rogers and Laird. And
you thought it was 80 per cent. What changed your mind—not your
mind—why did our intelligence prove to be so inaccurate? 

K: Our assessment was that they would . . . Let me give you my
assessment. I thought they would have to do something. The reason I
thought they would cancel the Summit but do nothing else is because
that would look dramatic but wouldn’t mean anything. I thought they
would postpone it to a fixed date later on. We had underestimated how
badly they want the Summit. I don’t think intelligence could possibly
help one on that.14 But it also has an ominous character to it. I think
they are determined to hit China next year.

840 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV

14 In a May 15 memorandum to Haldeman, Nixon noted the “rather ironic situa-
tion that after initially reacting to the Monday announcement with almost hysterical 
predictions that we had blown the Russian summit and our whole ‘Generation of 
Peace’ foreign policy, the columnists and commentators—with a considerable amount 
of egg on their faces—now have the gall to say that the Monday decision was wrong
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P: You do? 
K: Yeah. That’s the real explanation for this. They want to get their

rear cleared and then they are going to jump China.
P: In other words, in going over this—and this is what your ex-

perts and Helms and the rest take adequately into account—is their
morbid concern about China and their recognition that if they did . . .
one of the things they would have to assume was that we would turn
very hard toward China. 

K: That’s right.
P: Do you think that might have something to do with it. 
K: That may have something to do with it. I thought they’d can-

cel it; but cancel nothing else. But I must say, I thought the chances
were 80 per cent that they would cancel it.

P: It may be that a number of factors may have entered in—who
knows: (1) that it was mining rather than a blockade; (2) that it was
put so carefully in both the speech and your backgrounder; (3) they’re
just plain taking the contract—I think that’s important. 

K: Oh, I think so, and also I think that the fact that these meetings
we’ve had with Dobrynin and also with Brezhnev personally gave
them the confidence that, on the one hand, they could do business with
us but, on the other hand, we were very tough to monkey with.

P: Yeah. Well, in any event, we’ll continue to pitch this stuff. All
right, then don’t bother with any press people. Do the Senators and try
to keep them from pole-jumping the traces. Tell them for their own
good they should do it and put in a little about—this damn malarkey
about the decision being made out of pique and anger and all that crap.
You are the only one who can knock that down. 

K: That I’ll be glad to do. That I think should be knocked down.
That hasn’t been written. What I might do if you think well of it—I
could meet perhaps with some of the senior people, not so much to
say that this blockade will work, although I can work that in.

P: But how it’s different from the situation of 1968. 

May 13–May 31, 1972 841

and reckless but that the Soviet Union is showing great restraint in continuing the sum-
mit nevertheless.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Spe-
cial Files, President’s Personal Files, Box 3, Memoranda from the President, Memos—
May 1972) In telegram 4666 from Moscow, May 16, Ambassador Beam reported that
although he had received reports that the Soviet leadership had not yet made a final 
decision on the summit, Hedrik Smith of The New York Times, who had earlier reported
a Politburo split on whether to cancel, said that the same sources now were saying that
the summit was definitely on. (Ibid., RG 59, Central Files 1970–73, POL 7 US/NIXON)
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K: And also where are we pre-Summit—say Wednesday15—in-
cluding Vietnam, of course.

P: Yeah. Well, it might get us out on a limb, though, if something
should happen. It’s too Pollyannaish. 

K: Well, I think on the whole . . .
P: Let the damn thing go. 
K: The best posture is to say nothing.
P: Because basically let’s face it. They’ll give us another pop, we’ll

say “well, that’s what we expected.” 
K: And we have so much news coming in the next two weeks, Mr.

President, that—this mining will be drowned in it.
P: Haig looks at these reports very carefully. He says these guys

are fighting a lot better. 
K: Much better now.
P: Do you agree with him on this? 
K: I agree with him, yes.
P: He says he notes the various places where they’ve really done

a hell of a job. You never know, the main effect of what we’ve done,
Henry, may have been the psychological. 

K: Not the main result but this was one of the big results.
P: On the South Vietnamese. Well, they weren’t doing a damn thing

before—let’s face it. 
K: Well, they weren’t doing as much as they are doing now.
P: Well, they were sitting in their holes. 
K: Because they were petrified that they were going to be sold

down the drain.
P: Okay, fine. We’ll let that other thing go. Also, I don’t think you

ought to take the time off talking to the press. There are more impor-
tant fish to fry. Okay, we’ll leave it that way. 

K: Right, Mr. President.

842 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV
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226. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, May 15, 1972, 5 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Ambassador Anatoliy Dobrynin
Henry A. Kissinger

Vietnam

The meeting was held at my request to give Dobrynin our answer
[Tab A]2 to the proposal to resume plenary sessions.

Dobrynin suggested that we omit the paragraph (then included as
the next to last paragraph) which seemed to him to imply precondi-
tions by threatening military escalations. I told him that it should be
passed as an oral note because I did not want either Hanoi or Moscow
to have any misapprehensions about the serious consequences of a new
offensive. Dobrynin asked whether this statement meant that we would
not accept the Moscow solution, that is to say, a plenary session prior
to a private session. I said that was correct; we would not accept a ple-
nary session under those conditions. He asked whether we would ac-
cept automatically a plenary session after a private session. I said no—
there was no point in any more sessions unless we knew that they were
going to lead to some rapid result. We had been burned once and we
were not going to do it again. Dobrynin said he just asked these ques-
tions in order not to waste time back and forth. Dobrynin said that the
North Vietnamese were enormously suspicious and thought that I had
behaved arrogantly the last time we met. I said, well, that meant the
feeling now was clearly mutual.

Dobrynin asked whether we insisted on publishing the fact of the
meeting. I said no, we were putting this into the note in order to meet
the Soviet concern that there be some indication of talks prior to the

May 13–May 31, 1972 843

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 494, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, 1972, Vol. 12, Part 2. Top Secret; Sensitive; Ex-
clusively Eyes Only. Accordingly to Kissinger’s Record of Schedule, the meeting, which
was held in General Scowcroft’s office, ended at 6:15 p.m. (Library of Congress, Manu-
script Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 438, Miscellany, 1968–1976)

2 All brackets in the source text. Attached but not printed. Tab A was a note handed
to Dobrynin on May 15 stating that the United States agreed in principle to reopen the
plenary sessions in Paris, but before the public sessions could be resumed there must be
a private meeting in Paris between Kissinger and Special Adviser Le Duc Tho on May
21, followed by a public announcement of their meeting. A text of the announcement of
the meeting was attached. In addition, the text of an oral message from Kissinger to Do-
brynin was attached which stated: “It goes without saying that further military escala-
tion during this period would be incompatible with the purpose of the talks and could
not but have the most serious consequences.”
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Summit. Dobrynin asked whether it meant that we were prepared to
keep the meeting secret if the other side requested it. I told him we
would do so. Dobrynin said that in any event we would have means
of letting the fact of the meeting get out. I said it would probably get
out if I was absent from the lunch with Chancellor Kreisky.3

Bilateral Issues

Dobrynin and I then reviewed the scheduled list of announce-
ments of signing ceremonies [Tab B].4 He was a little puzzled how Laird
and Grechko could sign simultaneously. I said probably there would
have to be a member of the respective embassies present at each place.
He said he doubted whether Grechko, who was very rank-conscious,
would sign unless we produced somebody of equivalent rank. I said I
would study that question and give him an answer soon.

Dobrynin asked whether we insisted that Gromyko sign for the
Soviet side on all agreements, such as health and others. I said no. He
said it would help them bureaucratically if their Minister of Health
could sign the health agreement, and other Ministers the space agree-
ment and so forth. I said that who signed for the Soviet side was en-
tirely a matter for the Soviets to decide.

We then turned to the incidents-at-sea talks. I said that it was im-
possible to get our military people to agree to fixed distances and I
therefore proposed a compromise. Could we agree to general formu-
lations and then agree also to a committee to study the issue during
the year and reopen it at the end of the year? Dobrynin said that this
sounded like a reasonable proposal. [In the event the Soviets made ex-
actly that proposal at 9:00 that evening.]

Conclusion

We then reminisced about the styles of various national leaders.
Dobrynin said that Stalin was a really overwhelming personality who
would sometimes sit for hours simply looking out of the window and
thinking. He told me an incident when on the day that World War II
broke out5 the Chief of the Russian General Staff called Stalin and was
told that Stalin had just gone to bed. The Chief of the General Staff told
the Chief of the Security Forces to get Stalin to the telephone whatever
it cost. The Chief of the Security Forces said he hoped that these peo-
ple knew the risks they were taking. When the Chief of the General
Staff got Stalin on the phone, he said, “Comrade Stalin, the Germans

844 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV

3 Austrian Chancellor Bruno Kreisky.
4 Attached but not printed.
5 Reference is to Operation Barbarossa on June 22, 1941, when Nazi Germany

launched a massive invasion of the Soviet Union.
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are attacking.” Stalin said, “Are you sure this is not a provocation?”
The Chief of the General Staff said, “I’m quite sure.” Stalin was silent
for all of three minutes and at the end, he said, “I will meet you at the
Kremlin in half an hour.”

Dobrynin said that Stalin had absolutely refused to believe that
an attack was coming. I asked, what could he have done about it if he
had believed it? He said he could have prevented the Soviet army be-
ing caught in the middle of shifting from one defensive line to another
and changing its equipment. On the other hand, he said, once Stalin
got a grip on the war, he was absolutely brutal in pursuing it. He re-
called the incident of a Lieutenant General, who had commanded
some forces in the Crimea who had been defeated, calling on Stalin to
report. When he was introduced as Lieutenant General so and so,
Stalin replied what is this Lieutenant doing in my presence—in other
words, demoting him on the spot to the lowest rank in the army. On
the other hand, Dobrynin said Stalin generally never raised his voice
in meetings and, indeed, one could never tell whether he was agree-
ing or disagreeing, but he would take violent action on the sly behind
people’s backs.

I told Dobrynin that the matter of Markelov was being settled and
that he would be released before the end of this week. He said that this
was a very positive development and the Soviet Government would
know what to do on its side.

227. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1

Washington, May 15, 1972.

SUBJECT

Moscow Visit—Announcement of Bilateral Agreements
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1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 478, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, The President, Bilateral Agreements. Secret; Exclusively Eyes Only. Sent
for information. A notation on the memorandum indicates the President saw it. Ac-
cording to a May 16 memorandum from Kissinger to Nixon, this was part of the fifth
briefing book for the summit delivered to the President before books one to four. (Ibid.,
RG 59, S/P Files: Lot 77 D D112, Box 335, Lord Chronology, 1972)
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The following bilateral agreements should be ready for announce-
ment during the Moscow Visit:

—Space Cooperation Agreement
—Environmental Agreement
—Health Agreement
—Science and Technology Agreement
—Maritime Agreement
—Incidents at Sea Agreement
—Joint Commercial Commission Agreement

You will probably want to sign the space cooperation agreement.
All other bilateral agreements will either be signed by Secretary Rogers
and Foreign Minister Gromyko or by US and Soviet counterparts in
Washington and Moscow. All agreements will be announced dur-
ing the Moscow visit, and reference to them will be included in the 
Final Communiqué.2 The new US-Soviet Exchanges Agreement for
1972–1973 was signed in Moscow on April 11, 1972, and will also be
referred to in the Communiqué.

The proposed scenario for announcement of the agreements is at
Tab A3 of this book. Issues papers on each of the agreements are at Tabs
B–I. Except for the commercial matters, you will probably not want to
take much time with the Soviet leaders on any of these.

In brief, for your information, the bilateral agreements embody the
following understandings:

Space Cooperation. The US and USSR agree to enhance cooperation
in outer space by utilizing the capabilities of both countries for joint
projects of mutual benefit. NASA and the Soviet Academy of Sciences
will oversee implementation of the agreement. The rendezvous and
docking systems of US and Soviet spacecraft will be made compatible
so as to provide for joint missions and rescue operations. The US and
USSR agree to a joint, manned space flight in 1975 using Apollo-type

846 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV

2 In his memoirs, Kissinger wrote that “the prospect of the May summit was used
to prod our two bureaucracies to work out detailed agreements on various technical
subjects suitable for bilateral cooperation. These accords were not politically signifi-
cant, but they would demonstrate that the United States and the Soviet Union as 
major industrial powers had common interests in a variety of fields.” “The biggest
problem was still the unending rivalry between the White House and the various de-
partments as to who would get credit.” “A compromise was finally reached between
the departments’ desire for recognition for having done the negotiating and Nixon’s
insistence on a share of the glory. The signing of most of the bilateral agreements was
postponed until the summit. There they would be signed by the Cabinet members
whose staffs had negotiated them, in the presence of a beaming Nixon and Brezhnev.”
(White House Years, p. 1133)

3 The tabs are attached but not printed.
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and Soyuz-type spacecraft. The two spacecraft will rendezvous and
dock in space, and the cosmonauts and astronauts will visit the re-
spective spacecraft. (See Tab B)

Environmental Agreement. The US and USSR agree to establish
closer and longer-term cooperation between interested organizations
in the environmental field. A new US–USSR Joint Committee on 
Cooperation in the Field of Environmental Protection is established to
approve bilateral measures and programs of cooperation and make rec-
ommendations to the two Governments. Each country will designate
a principal coordinator—Russell E. Train, Chairman of the Council on
Environmental Quality, will take the lead for the US. It is planned that
Train will make a post-Summit trip to Moscow to work out the details
of the agreement. (See Tab C)

Health Agreement. The US and USSR undertake to develop and
deepen mutual cooperation in the field of medical science and public
health. They agree to do so through the Joint Committee for Health
Cooperation which was established by the February 11 exchange of let-
ters between HEW Secretary Elliot Richardson and Soviet Minister of
Health Petrovsky. As agreed in that exchange of letters, initial research
efforts will be focused on cancer, heart diseases and the environmen-
tal health sciences. (See Tab D)

Science and Technology Agreement. It is recognized that increased sci-
entific and technical cooperation on the basis of mutual benefit is in
the interests of both countries and can contribute to an improvement
in over-all bilateral relations. A US-Soviet Joint Commission on Scien-
tific and Technical Cooperation is established to explore, identify and
establish appropriate joint programs. Your Science Adviser, Dr. Edward
E. David, will chair the US side and will make a post-Summit visit to
Moscow to negotiate the detailed arrangements for the establishment
of the new commission. (See Tab E)

Maritime Agreement. The US and USSR agree to understandings on
maritime and related matters which should facilitate an expansion of
commerce between the two countries. The understandings include pro-
visions relating to port access, entry and treatment of ships of one coun-
try in the ports of the other and equal participation in cargo carriage.
(See Tab F)

Incidents at Sea Agreement. The US and USSR agree to under-
standings designed to prevent incidents at sea between units of the US
and Soviet Navies operating on the high seas. Provisions of the un-
derstandings deal with such issues as observation of the letter and spirit
of the international rules of the road, avoidance of specified types 
of harassment and simulated attacks; measures to be taken so as not
to hinder maneuvers such as carrier operations; general distances 
to be observed in aircraft-to-aircraft approaches and aircraft-to-ship 
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approaches. Secretary Laird will sign for the US, Defense Minister
Grechko for the USSR. (See Tab G)4

Joint Commercial Commission. The US and USSR agree to establish
a Joint Commercial Commission to translate bilateral commercial ob-
jectives agreed to during your visit into specific agreements and ac-
tions. The Commission would negotiate a bilateral trade agreement,
work to resolve outstanding commercial and financial issues and mon-
itor the US-Soviet trade relationship over time. The Secretary of Com-
merce will chair the US side. (See Tab H)

4 A May 15 memorandum from Hillenbrand to Kissinger stated that the second
round of U.S.-Soviet talks on preventing incidents at sea had begun in Washington on
May 4 and proceeded in a businesslike and cordial manner. The memorandum noted
that a number of incidents remaining from the first round of talks had been resolved,
but that no solution had been found to the disagreement over how to regulate the dis-
tances separating between ships and aircraft and aircraft and aircraft. (National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 719, Country Files, Europe, USSR, Vol. XXII,
May 1972) An undated briefing paper for the President on Incidents at Sea explained
that the Soviets were asking the United States to agree to precise standoff distances gov-
erning the approach of ships to ships, aircraft to ships, and aircraft to aircraft, whereas
the U.S. position called for understandings on standoff distances that would be formu-
lated in general wording, such as “approaches should be made with prudence and cau-
tion and in a manner that will not endanger the ship or aircraft.” (Ibid., Box 478, Presi-
dent’s Trip Files, The President, Bilateral Agreements)

228. Telephone Conversation Between President Nixon and his
Special Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)1

Washington, May 15, 1972

[Omitted here is the opening of the conversation during which
Nixon and Kissinger discussed how shocked they both were at the as-
sassination attempt on Presidential candidate George Wallace. Nixon
asked Kissinger how this had affected the Russians.]

Kissinger: Well, you know. Anything that indicates domestic un-
rest in this country weakens us.

848 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes,
White House, Conversation No. 24–126. No classification marking. According to his Daily
Diary, Nixon met with Kissinger from 9:29 to 9:35 p.m. The editors transcribed the por-
tion of the conversation printed here specifically for this volume. According to the Pres-
ident’s Daily Diary, President Nixon placed the call. (Ibid., White House Central Files)
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Nixon: Yeah.
Kissinger: I think that one is, the Russian thing, is in good shape

now. I had another meeting this evening—
Nixon: How’d it go?
Kissinger: —with Dobrynin. Well, he was very appreciative of the,

that spy case as it looks.
Nixon: Good.
Kissinger: The President—
Nixon: Personally did it.
Kissinger: —personally did it. There was violent opposition. But

he said—well, he said he’ll now release this fellow in Berlin and I said,
“You do what you want. The President isn’t trading human beings.”—

Nixon: Good.
Kissinger: —“He did this on his own.”
Nixon: Good.
Kissinger: And—
Nixon: He appreciated that? Good.
Kissinger: Oh yes.
Nixon: And everything’s on, on the summit, right?
Kissinger: Oh, everything is on. On SALT, they’ve already agreed

to—these are all highly technical things.
Nixon: Well, you take care of that. I’m not worried about that. Just

don’t submit it to Rogers.
Kissinger: In a cooperative spirit.
Nixon: Yeah. Don’t submit it to Rogers, if you don’t mind.
Kissinger: No. Oh God. I mean Smith—well I’ll tell you about it

some other time.
Nixon: Smith is horrible, I know.
Kissinger: But after all his great talk, he’s now in the process of

giving the store away.
Nixon: That’s right.
Kissinger: But that’s in good shape. We’ve handled that incident

at sea negotiations which was—
Nixon: Good.
Kissinger: —which Rogers came to you about.
Nixon: Yeah.
Kissinger: We came up with a good compromise because the 

Navy was really adamant about not accepting the Rogers position and
I didn’t think that you wanted to order something on the military so
that the hawks can’t yell at you.

Nixon: All right.
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Kissinger: At any rate, we got a good solution to that—
Nixon: Now, with regard to Vietnam, you’re sure that Abrams is

continuing to pound the hell out of them. Now I don’t want any letup.
I want 1,100 to 1,200 sorties a day, all right?

Kissinger: Absolutely.
Nixon: Are they doing that?
Kissinger: That’s really—I must say I’ve read the evening report.
Nixon: What is it?
Kissinger: Well they’ve now opened the road between [Fire Base]

Birmingham and [Fire Base] Bastogne. It isn’t just that they took Bas-
togne, which they took by helicopter assault. So they’ve now opened
the road. And that thing was closed for about—immediately after the
assault started for 3 weeks.

Nixon: That’s a good ending.
Kissinger: And you know, you saw the headline in the Star tonight?
Nixon: What did it say? No, I haven’t because I’ve been over here

working on this damn thing.
Kissinger: “Saigon forces take base near Hue.”
Nixon: Huh.
Kissinger: And—
Nixon: This shakes up our, your liberal friends.
Kissinger: I gave him the note on Vietnam. I mean on the—
Nixon: Oh, how’d he take that?
Kissinger: Well, he said they’d transmit it immediately. He said he

just wanted to check, if there’s any chance that we’d go to a plenary
session this Thursday [May 18]. I said none.

Nixon: That’s right.
Kissinger: He said is there any chance that we’d agree to a plenary

session without a prior private one. I said no.
Nixon: Right.
Kissinger: He said they’d transmit it. Well, of course, now if they

turn it down we’re in good shape.
Nixon: Right.
Kissinger: We’re not dying after dark over there.
Nixon: Now you told him that he was, he’s to come up to Camp

David.
Kissinger: Yeah. He would like to sleep there. So we’re coming up

Wednesday [May 17] night.
Nixon: Great.
Kissinger: I’m, we’re going on, on that dinner. I’m—Stuart Alsop

has a birthday party.

850 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV
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Nixon: I know. I’m for that.
Kissinger: And it’s likely to be his last because his leukemia has

come back.
Nixon: Right. Right.
Kissinger: And then I’ll come up with him around midnight.
Nixon: Right. Good.
Kissinger: And spend the morning with him.
Nixon: And then I’ll tell you what I’ll do. I’ll put breakfast on for

three of us. How’s that?
Kissinger: Oh, that’d be great.
Nixon: Right.
Kissinger: That’d be very nice.
Nixon: About 8:30, 9 o’clock. So—
Kissinger: That’d be very good.
Nixon: Fine. You tell him.
Kissinger: I’ll tell him that. He’d be very pleased.
Nixon: You give him a ring and say he’s going to have—the Pres-

ident has invited him to breakfast at 8:30 tomorrow—
Kissinger: On Thursday morning.
Nixon: Thursday morning. Right.
Kissinger: Right. But he’s there, planning away, what little things

you want. And he said it’d be nice if we could give a rifle each to Pod-
gorny and Kosygin, they’re great hunters.

Nixon: Give what?
Kissinger: A rifle. He wants for Podgorny and Kosygin.
Nixon: A rival?
Kissinger: A rifle.
Nixon: Good God, yes. Tell—Call them and get—
Kissinger: I’ve already told them.
Nixon: —get good rifles. We’ll give ’em to them.
Kissinger: And [laughs]
Nixon: Tell ’em not to shoot any Americans—
Kissinger: I felt bashful, you know, when they asked me what

would you like. I said anything that’s appropriate. But some old art,
but I didn’t specify it, but no—

Nixon: Don’t get me a rifle, though.
Kissinger: No, no, they won’t get you a rifle.
Nixon: [laughter]
Kissinger: No, no, they won’t give you—
Nixon: [laughs] I know that. Sure.
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Kissinger: But—And then he started reflecting about Stalin and how
they couldn’t start again. I really think if this thing stays on course now,
it’s, it is 99 percent certain we’ll have pulled off an unbelievable coup.

Nixon: You know actually, if the Senate tomorrow votes this silly
damn thing, I don’t care. Do you?

Kissinger: No. No. It’s irrelevant.
Nixon: Give ’em nothing.
Kissinger: I’m meeting with the Senators in the morning but I re-

ally think we shouldn’t give them—
Nixon: A cold tough line. “Look, for God’s sake, don’t torpedo the

President before he goes to Moscow.” That’s the line. OK?
Kissinger: Exactly.
Nixon: All right, Henry.
Kissinger: Goodbye, Mr. President.

229. Telegram From the Department of State to the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks Delegation in Helsinki1

Washington, May 16, 1972, 2234Z.

85952. SALT/ACDA Only. For Ambassador Smith from Farley.
1. Al Haig called me after having discussed with Kissinger two

matters taken up in your earlier secure phone conversation with him.2

2. As for summit attendance, Haig confirmed that it would not be
feasible for the whole delegation to go to Moscow. A group of this size
for one subject could not be considered. If you wanted to take one fel-
low with you, that could be considered, but Haig understood you
would not want to try to select one and leave out the rest.

3. Haig then said he had reported to Henry your concern over the
sharp Semenov reaction to your statement today on SLBM inclusion.3

Henry was also baffled, since the US approach accorded so closely with
what the Soviets appear to want. Haig said he had not understood

852 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970–73, DEF 18–3 FIN (HE). Se-
cret; Nodis. Drafted and approved by Philip J. Farley, Deputy Director of ACDA.

2 No record of these telephone conversations has been found.
3 In SALT VII telegram 1329 from Helsinki, May 16, Smith reported that he had

that day presented a new SLBM proposal to the Soviet delegation that suggested that
during the period of the interim agreement the United States would have no more than
656 SLBM launchers on submarines operational and under construction, and the Soviet
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what explanation you saw for Semenov’s reaction, and I outlined your
speculation that Semenov might have argued strongly with Moscow
for omission of the specific number of 62 boats and felt that the rug
was pulled out from under him when we specified that number. I
added that Garthoff had also been struck by the chill in the Soviet at-
titude in discussing other issues today, and mentioned my personal
speculation that this hard line might be an effort in the middle of the
final week before the summit to put as much pressure on us as possi-
ble to warm things up and move in their direction.

4. Haig said Henry had asked that I pass on to you that this Sem-
enov reaction should not be any cause for you to feel concerned that
you might have gone too far or taken too hard a line.4 He sees no rea-
son to depart in any way from today’s position.5

Rogers
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Union would have no more than 740 SLBM launchers on submarines operational and un-
der construction, except that each party could have additional SLBM launchers as replace-
ments for ICBM launchers of types first deployed before 1964. The United States would be
permitted no more than 44 modern SLBM submarines operational and under construction
and the Soviet Union could have no more than 62. Smith noted that Semenov’s initial re-
action had been negative. Semenov said he would transmit the proposal to Moscow, but
expressed “personal astonishment” that a side’s position on such a major issue could so
easily be changed at this stage of the negotiations, and commented that this would hardly
produce a “good impression” in Moscow. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materi-
als, NSC Files, Box 883, SALT Files, SALT (Helsinki), May–Aug. 1972, Vol. 18)

4 In his description of this phase of the negotiations in his memoirs, Smith wrote
that after being unsuccessful in persuading the White House that the delegation’s ap-
proach of limiting only launchers was better, he made a new proposal on May 16 that
the freeze be on both submarines and missile launchers. The U.S. proposal added an-
other new element—to require immediate replacement and to neutralize the Soviet claim
to 48 modern submarines, the delegation devised and incorporated in the proposal re-
placement thresholds for SLBM launchers beyond which new launchers would be re-
placements and require dismantling of older launchers. Smith explained that the thresh-
old figure of 740 Soviet launchers was based on an estimate that the Soviets had 640
launchers on 42 (not 48) modern submarines as well as 100 launchers on older G- and
H-class submarines. After Semenov expressed his “astonishment,” Smith pointed out
that they were now proposing what Brezhnev had originally wanted—a limit on sub-
marines as well as on launchers. (Doubletalk, pp. 394–395)

5 Telegram 87207 to Helsinki, May 17, transmitted the text of NSDM 167 and instructed
the delegation to continue to press as long as possible for the U.S. position on limiting 
OLPARs. However, if the Soviets continued their insistence on an OLPAR ceiling of no less
than 10 million watt-meters squared, it should withdraw the U.S. proposal and Smith should
make a formal statement that the United States would view with “serious concern” future
deployments of OLPARS with a potential greater than the MSR, except for purposes of space-
tracking or national technical means. The delegation should also continue to press for the
inclusion of mobile ICBMs in the interim agreement, and if unsuccessful, should withdraw
the proposal and make a formal statement that the United States agreed to defer the ques-
tion of specific limitations on mobile ICBM launchers, but would consider the deployment
of operational mobile ICBM launchers during the period of the interim agreement as 
inconsistent with its objectives and as jeopardizing its continued validity. If the Soviets con-
tinued to reject inclusion of covered facilities for submarines, the delegation should with-
draw the U.S. proposal and make a formal statement along the lines of the current proposal.
(National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970–73, DEF 18–3 FIN (HE))
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230. Paper Prepared by the National Security Council Staff1

Washington, undated.

ECONOMIC ISSUES

For the Soviets, increased trade with us is a priority objective 
and they intend to stress it at the summit. There have already been in-
tensive negotiations in recent months. The elements of a deal have been
established:

They want:

—US credits to finance extensive imports of high-quality US man-
ufactured goods and machinery;

—MFN to enable them to earn some of the dollars needed to pay
for imports from the US;

—the end of various kinds of “discrimination” which they find
politically and psychologically obnoxious;

—in the longer run “joint ventures” under which we would pro-
vide capital for the exploitation of Soviet raw materials, like natural
gas, and the Soviets would earn dollars by selling these materials to
the US market.2

We want:

—access to the Soviet market for US goods;
—a grain deal, preferably for three years at a time;
—a lend-lease settlement.3

At the summit, Soviet eagerness for significant progress on eco-
nomic issues provides you with leverage on other issues.

In brief, Soviet objectives in the economic area involved a mixture
of practical and political considerations.

—On the practical side, the Soviets obviously want access to our
high quality manufactured goods and advanced technology and they
need our credits to achieve this since even with MFN they are unlikely
to sell enough in our market soon to finance large purchases.

—Politically, the Soviets want to see our “discriminatory” trade
practices (i.e., export controls, no MFN and no government credits)

854 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 487, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, For the President’s Personal Briefcase, May 1972, Part 1. Secret; Sensi-
tive; Eyes Only. A notation on the memorandum indicates the President saw it. Accord-
ing to a May 16 memorandum from Kissinger to Nixon, this was part of the fifth briefing
book for the summit delivered to the President before books one to four. (Ibid., RG 59,
S/P Files: Lot 77 D 112, Box 335, Lord Chronology, May, 1972)

2 The President underlined these four points.
3 The President underlined these three points.
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dismantled to emphasize their equality as a superpower. Beyond that
they probably feel that the lure of substantial business with them may
in future inhibit our political freedom of maneuver vis-à-vis the USSR.

—Finally, the Soviets expect that once US barriers to extensive
trade with them fall, there will be even greater intra-Western compe-
tition than already exists for the Soviet market and this will work to
Soviet economic advantage.

Our objective, in brief, is to turn the Soviet interest in increased eco-
nomic relations with us to political advantage. This obviously requires
subtlety since the Soviets resist direct linkage. But they already un-
derstand well enough that major US concessions with respect to cred-
its and tariffs depend on a generally stable political situation. This is
not to say that the Soviets will be wholly deterred from political or
other actions inimical to our interests. But once we have begun to turn
on the tap we will have a certain leverage not available in the past.4

—In addition, we do of course stand to gain economically ourselves
from increased access to the Soviet market. Business with the East is
of considerable appeal to important US economic interest groups who
judge the performance of the Administration in part by the degree to
which it responds to their desires for increased business with the USSR.

Recent Developments

Over the past several months there have been intensive exchanges
with the Soviets on the elements of a new economic relationship.

—In these we have sought to get the old lend-lease debt settled5

as a first order of business since without this the political acceptability
in this country of extending new credits and other benefits to the USSR
is highly questionable.

—We have also sought to get the Soviets committed to a substan-
tial grain deal which is of direct interest to an important segment of
our economic community.

—We have also sought to negotiate a commercial shipping agree-
ment to ensure that cargoes can actually move. This requires terms that
will prove acceptable to the unions so that they will work ships.6

—In response to the Soviet priority interest in credits and MFN,
we have held out hope that there will be favorable US action if there
is a satisfactory lend-lease settlement and if the political climate is right.

—We have also stressed the desirability of setting up a joint US-
Soviet Commercial Commission at the summit which would thereafter

May 13–May 31, 1972 855

4 The President underlined the first and last sentences of this paragraph.
5 The President underlined “sought to get the old lend-lease debt settled.”
6 The President underlined this paragraph.
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serve as the venue for detailed follow-up negotiations.7 The Soviets,
who themselves have a penchant for setting up institutions of this kind,
have accepted this, though their goal has been, and in Moscow will
undoubtedly be, to end up with more than simply a procedural step.

There have been a number of exchanges on these matters in the con-
fidential channel, including in the discussions with Brezhnev in April.

—Our strategy in these has been to be forthcoming in general,
without making specific commitments.

—The Soviets have been told that if our relations before and dur-
ing the summit go as we hope, the various elements of our new eco-
nomic relationship can be worked out at the summit, with more con-
crete negotiations on specifics taking place in the summer. (The idea
would be to have Secretary Peterson go to Moscow for the first meet-
ing of the new Commercial Commission in July.)

Your Strategy and Moves in Moscow

At the summit, the schedule has been structured in such a way as
to hold completion of any economic agreements until near the end of
the period of your visit.8 This will enable you to use economic issues
implicitly as a carrot in the political discussions scheduled for the ear-
lier phase of the meetings. You will therefore be in a position to fine-
tune your actions in accordance with the general progress of the talks.

Early in the talks you should lay out what you believe can realistically
be accomplished during the visit. This would include:

(1) Agreement on a lend-lease settlement,9 including terms of So-
viet payment.

(2) A three-year grain deal under which the Soviets would com-
mit themselves to buy $750 million, with some $200 the first year. We
would provide CCC credits as provided by our laws of three years du-
ration at market rates of interest.10

(3) A commitment by you to find the Soviets eligible for the fa-
cilities of the Export-Import Bank in the near future and to make avail-
able up to half a billion dollars worth of credit; the Soviets would like-
wise make credit available for US imports from the USSR.

(4) A commitment by you to seek MFN legislation in the Congress
at an early date, with the Soviets passing similar legislation beneficial
to us.11

(5) The establishment at the summit of a Joint Commercial Com-
mission, which would be the venue for concrete follow-on negotiations

856 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV

7 The President underlined this sentence.
8 The President underlined this sentence.
9 The President underlined “lend-lease settlement.”
10 The President underlined “market rates of interest.”
11 The President underlined the two previous sentences.
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on commercial issues, specifically on a formal trade agreement which
would embody MFN provisions, and on “joint ventures.”12

In addition, you should propose signature of the commercial ship-
ping agreement which has been under negotiation, but with the un-
derstanding that the Soviets would not send their bulk carriers to US
East Coast or Gulf Ports until the US Government has made satisfac-
tory arrangements for getting these ships worked.13 (As you know, the
problem is that our unions will not work Soviet ships unless US ships
get a fair part of the business. But since US bulk carriers are not able
to meet world prices at present, the Soviets would not use them. Hence
to get the unions to load and unload ships in the Soviet trade we must
find ways to subsidize US carriers14 or to get the Soviets to use only
third-country shipping.)

If the summit goes well, you could toward the end of the week, make a
more liberal set of propositions, as follows:

(1) As regards the grain deal, you could offer one of shorter dura-
tion than three years, i.e., $400 million for two years, or even $200 mil-
lion for one year beginning this summer. (Credit terms would still be
for three year repayment.)15

(2) Instead of only committing yourself to find the Soviets eligible
for EX–IM facilities, you could actually find them eligible in Moscow; 
negotiations for an initial $150 million credit (which the Soviets want for
their Kama River truck project) could then begin quite soon.16

(3) The Soviets could stop their payments on their lend-lease debt
if Congress had not authorized MFN by the end of 1973.17 If necessary
to agreement you can go one step further: the Soviets could delay their
first lend-lease payment until MFN is actually granted.

Separate papers, prepared with Peter Flanigan, provide details on
the status and content of our commercial negotiations with the Sovi-
ets up to this point. There is also an annex containing all exchanges in
the confidential channel.18
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12 In a May 20 memorandum the President’s Assistant for International Economic
Policy Peter Flanigan informed the President that Secretary of Commerce Peter Peterson
recommended that at the summit there be announced only the establishment of the Joint
U.S.-Soviet Commercial Commission and, if possible, a Soviet agreement to purchase
$750 million worth of grain over 3 years. The Secretary advised that no further com-
mercial agreements be signed at the summit unless there were overriding political or se-
curity issues. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 73, Country Files, Europe, USSR, 1972 Summit, Economic Commission)

13 The President underlined this sentence.
14 The President underlined “subsidize U.S. carriers.”
15 The President wrote “or better” in the margin next to this paragraph.
16 The President underlined this sentence.
17 The President underlined this sentence.
18 Not attached. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box

487, President’s Trip Files, For the President’s Personal Briefcase, May 1972, Part 1)
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231. Paper Prepared by the National Security Council Staff1

Washington, May 16, 1972.

MIDDLE EAST

I. The Soviet Perception

A. The Soviet Perception of Where We Stand

When Gromyko visited Washington and met with you privately
on September 29, 1971,2 he indicated that—as part of a settlement—the
Soviet Union was prepared to (1) agree to a ban on arms supplies to the
Middle East, (2) withdraw all Soviet military forces from the Middle East,
and (3) participate in and guarantee the settlement arrangements. These
steps could take effect as part of an interim solution, provided this was
linked closely to a final settlement within a year. Gromyko urged that
talks begin in the special channel aimed at reaching a specific U.S.-
Soviet understanding by the time of the Summit. You told Gromyko
that this was a constructive proposal, and that you were willing to 
have exploratory talks begin to test the feasibility of reaching such an 
understanding.

This Soviet offer of September 29, 1971, still stands. It, and our ex-
pression of interest in it, are the basis of their continuing appeals to us
to finalize a bilateral agreement.

The issues were discussed in a tentative way in the special chan-
nel last October and November. We indicated positive but very gen-
eral interest in their propositions. On October 19, for example, you
wrote Brezhnev that their proposals were “very constructive” and that
exploratory secret talks were “desirable.”3 But not until January 21,
1972,4 did we indicate to the Soviets that intensive U.S.-Soviet discus-
sions could proceed. It has been made clear repeatedly to Dobrynin
that there were extraordinary difficulties involved, and we could not
count on easily duplicating the success we had achieved on Berlin in
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1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 484, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, The President, Issues Papers—USSR, III, [Part 1]. Top Secret; Sensitive;
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lations, 1969–1976, volume XIII, Soviet Union, October 1970–October 1971.
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the special Nixon–Brezhnev channel. On Berlin, all or most of the par-
ties genuinely wanted an agreement, and we had able Ambassadors to
do the negotiating and leak-proof procedures to protect the special
channel. On the Middle East, Dobrynin was reminded, the substantive
positions were much harder to reconcile, and the danger of leaks, par-
ticularly on the Egyptian side, was considerable.

The Soviets have shown impatience throughout, even to the point
of sending us a note5 while we were in China urging that intensive ef-
forts begin on the Middle East once we returned. They have stressed
the importance to U.S.-Soviet relations of making progress on the Mid-
dle East. They see their own offer as generous; they say they will be
flexible on everything else except on the demand for return to the 1967
frontiers; and they say they have resisted Sadat’s pleas for offensive
weapons6 in the interests of Brezhnev’s new “positive” approach to
U.S.-Soviet relations.

The basic issue, of course, is what concessions we and Israel have
to make in return for the proposed Soviet concessions.

The Soviet offer is indeed positive but of course it is hardly self-
less. An agreement on that basis would extricate them from a difficult
situation. Their client cannot win a war with the Israelis. Therefore a
continuation of the present simmering crisis can only lead to one of
two situations: either a conviction on the part of the Arabs that their
alliance with the Soviet Union is inadequate to produce a settlement,
or a war by the Egyptians which would face the Soviets with a deci-
sion on military support and a risk out of all proportion to anything
that could be achieved. Thus, in our view, the Soviet offer—while pos-
itive—does not eliminate the continuing need for realism and flexibil-
ity on both sides.

We have tried to make clear to the Soviets throughout that, in view
of the difficulties involved, progress was possible only if we first
achieved a partial or interim solution, e.g., a reopening of (and partial
Israeli withdrawal from) the Suez Canal. The Soviets have no objection
to an interim settlement, provided it is tied tightly to a comprehensive
settlement. The key to a final settlement, we then suggested, might be
to find some formula for a continuing Israeli presence, without sover-
eignty, at Sharm el-Sheikh, in order to provide some security for Israel
after an overall Israeli withdrawal from Sinai. The Soviets informed us
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in February that they would consider any suggestions for such a for-
mula.7 (It was easier for them to react to U.S. proposals on this, Do-
brynin explained, than to make proposals of their own.) In mid-March
we suggested some kind of multilateral arrangement among the ri-
parian states on the Gulf of Aqaba, as a possible figleaf to cover an Is-
raeli presence (without sovereignty) at Sharm el-Sheikh.8

In Moscow in April, Brezhnev and Gromyko raised the Middle
East again and pushed hard:

—They tried to imply that we were reneging on a promise since
we had agreed in September to reach an understanding by the Sum-
mit. I made clear that you had agreed in September to seek a general
understanding by the Summit; the problem was that we did not yet
have one. They had to bear in mind the complexities, and that any U.S.
pressure on Israel would have to wait until after the election in any
case. Further talks were advisable in the special channel in advance of
your Moscow visit; they agreed.

—Brezhnev repeatedly stressed the danger of events in the 
Middle East getting out of control. An army as big as the Egyptian
Army, he pointed out, was not easy to keep tranquil, especially in pres-
ent conditions.

—Brezhnev presented two notes [attached]9 outlining a detailed
Soviet position for a final settlement. They represented nothing differ-
ent from what the Soviets had been discussing with State, aside from
reiterating the offer Gromyko had made to you.

—Dobrynin had stated explicitly in November that, while they had
to insist in principle that the Egyptian, Jordanian, and Syrian settle-
ments were all interconnected, they were prepared to proceed de facto
with the Egyptian settlement separately. In Moscow in April, Gromyko
and Brezhnev hardened the Soviet position. Gromyko now stressed
that a final settlement had to be a “complex” or “global” one, i.e., em-
bracing Syria and Jordan as well as Egypt. Different segments of it
could be negotiated in different stages (e.g., an overall Egyptian set-
tlement, or an interim accord on the Canal), but the obligations were
interdependent and had to go into force simultaneously.

—The one specific proposal we had made for a final settlement
(the concept of Israeli presence without sovereignty) Gromyko indi-
cated was unacceptable. (In November, Dobrynin had said the Soviets
were willing to explore any proposals on this.)
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In sum, in April the Soviets were still extremely eager for some
kind of general bilateral understanding by the time of the Summit. They
were clearly worried about an explosion in the Middle East—but they
were not so worried that they were prepared to soften their terms. The
U.S. side agreed to try in the special channel to work out some general
principles, which could then be elaborated on at the Summit. At the
very least, the two sides could set a direction at the Summit.10

Since then, Sadat has visited Moscow again11 and Brezhnev has
written you again (on May 1)12 with yet another appeal for intensive
bilateral talks looking to an accord at the Summit. Brezhnev wrote you
that “due to Israel’s position the number of uncertain moments in the
situation there is greater than before, and that it is fraught with seri-
ous consequences.”

The Vietnam crisis, of course, intervened since then to make im-
possible any further substantive progress in the special channel.

B. The Soviet Strategy

The Soviets have three inter-related interests13 in raising the Mid-
dle East at the Summit:

First, they have an interest in using the opportunity to seek move-
ment toward an Arab-Israeli settlement, although probably not at ma-
jor cost to Cairo. They feel the heat of increasing Egyptian disillusion-
ment over their inability to help Egypt recover its occupied territory.14

Sadat has repeatedly pressed Moscow for either the means to regain
his territory militarily or Soviet pressure on the U.S. to help bring about
a diplomatic settlement. The Soviets, while providing substantial quan-
tities of air defense and ground equipment, must know that offensive
military action by Sadat now would be defeated. But Sadat may feel
the need to break the ceasefire long before he is militarily ready, with
the possibility of forcing the Soviets to come to his aid. The appear-
ance of movement toward a diplomatic solution helps the Soviets re-
strain his actions and resist his demands for offensive weaponry.

Secondly, the Soviets have an interest in enhancing an improved
relationship with the U.S. as well as in avoiding a confrontation which
would threaten it.15 Pressing for a Mideast settlement at the Summit is
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an opportunity for them to portray themselves as constructive on a ma-
jor concrete issue. They also have genuine reason to worry that Sadat
might break the ceasefire this summer if he feels that the Summit has
produced no promise of diplomatic progress. The Soviets have proba-
bly done what they can do to remind Sadat that he cannot achieve a
significant military victory; to us they will probably exaggerate the like-
lihood of his breaking the ceasefire in order to increase our concern. But
the Soviets cannot reasonably rule out Sadat’s capacity for a foolish step,
and they must prefer not to face the choices and risks that would be
posed for them if a war erupted and Sadat was taking a beating.

Thirdly, the Soviets have a general interest in enhancing their po-
sition in the Middle East vis-à-vis the U.S. To begin with, this mani-
fests itself in their desire to play an equal role in any settlement that is
achieved.16 They feel the need to be seen as a power that can affect the
course of events in this area; for this they want to be cut into the peace-
making process again. They have been extremely sensitive ever since
the middle of 1970 about unilateral U.S. initiatives—first our initiative
for a standstill ceasefire and then our attempt to negotiate an interim
settlement on the Suez Canal. You will probably feel this sensitivity in
your discussions. Beyond their focus on the central Arab-Israeli situa-
tion, the Soviets are of course continuing to push to strengthen their
position in the Middle East overall, including the Persian Gulf and east-
ern Mediterranean. They have signed a Friendship Treaty with the
Iraqis,17 and they are trying for one with Syria. In doing this they have
continued to snipe at our position in the area, leveling propaganda at
our homeporting arrangements in Greece and in Bahrain.

This interest in enhancing their own position18 probably reduces
their willingness to pay any high cost to pressure the Arabs to make
the concessions necessary for achievement of a settlement. And the
longer the crisis festers, the greater the strain on U.S. relations with the
Arab world and the pressures on pro-Western Arab governments. On
the other hand, progress on the diplomatic front also serves the Sovi-
ets’ interest by reducing the risks to them in long-term expansion and
consolidation of their gains.19

The Soviet strategy thus seems to be:
—To reiterate their proposals for a Soviet troop withdrawal, arms

ban, and guarantee, in order to appear forthcoming in a way which
obviates their need to press the Arabs for concessions.
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—To press Sadat to preserve the ceasefire for an extended period,
in order to head off an explosion.

—To press us for active negotiations and concessions (stressing the
danger of an explosion), in order to champion the Arab cause20 and
hold out to the Arabs some prospect of recovery of the territories
through diplomacy.

At the Summit, the Soviets will reiterate their offer and assign to
us the responsibility for making the next move. They will press again
for formalizing a bilateral “confidential arrangement” as soon as pos-
sible, even at the Summit itself. We should not expect any further loos-
ening of their positions on the substantive terms (although it is not in-
conceivable that, in light of our failure so far to be forthcoming and
their recent session with Sadat, they might come up with something
new).

The Soviet positions on the principal issues continue to be as fol-
lows (as reflected in the two notes Brezhnev delivered in Moscow, at
Tabs A and B):

—Withdrawal of Israeli Forces: “The major question which prede-
termines all the rest,” as Gromyko put it in Moscow, is the withdrawal
of Israeli forces. The Soviets claim to have no doubt that we are capa-
ble of putting “effective pressure” on Israel to bring this about. This
means withdrawal of all Israeli troops from all the occupied territories,
back to the pre-June 1967 borders. Gromyko flatly rejected any possi-
ble formulas for a continuing Israeli military or quasi-military (police)
presence, even under UN auspices and with a full recognition of Egypt-
ian sovereignty. Temporary stationing of UN personnel at Sharm el-
Sheikh would be acceptable, however.

—Global Settlement: The final settlement has to embrace Egypt,
Syria, and Jordan. No particular settlement (e.g., an Israeli-Egyptian
accord) can go into force until the other components are present, though
the Soviets concede that the separate settlements need not all be ne-
gotiated simultaneously. Thus the withdrawal of Soviet troops would not
begin to be implemented until after agreement was reached on full settlements
with Egypt, Jordan and Syria. Gromyko insisted on this interdependence
of the settlements, even though I pointed out that it had the disad-
vantage (for them) of delaying Israel’s withdrawal, too.

—Interim Settlement: The Soviets also allow the possibility of, e.g.,
a Canal settlement with Egypt, provided it is treated as a stage in the
implementation of a pre-agreed “complex” or comprehensive solution.
In this context, “we could take up and solve the Canal problem first,”
Gromyko told me, and this part of any private U.S.-Soviet accord could
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also be made public and implementation could begin as soon as it is
reached. The Soviets nevertheless will be unhappy with the interim ap-
proach to the extent that it stretches out the time frame of the imple-
mentation process, and to the extent that the Israelis are reluctant to
make any follow-up commitments in advance of prior implementation
of the interim settlement.

—Other Aspects of a Settlement: The Soviets insist on a return to the
pre-1967 situation in Gaza and also in Jerusalem, i.e., Jordanian sover-
eignty over East Jerusalem, with the addition of demilitarization of the
whole city and UN-enforced freedom of access to all holy places. They
believe a solution to their Palestinians’ problem must be an integral part
of a settlement. The Soviets also accept the ideas of demilitarized zones
on both sides of all borders; freedom of navigation for Israel in the Suez
Canal, Gulf of Aqaba, and Straits of Tiran; a ceasefire (though limited
to the period during which Israeli troops are withdrawing) international
guarantees by the UN or the great powers; and (as Gromyko offered to
you) Soviet troop withdrawal as part of a settlement, and willingness to
agree to arms limitation once a settlement is reached.

II. Our Interests and Strategy

A. U.S. Interests

Israel now finds itself in an advantageous military position and
will not trade away what it sees as essential to its security simply to
secure a formal diplomatic peace. The United States is committed to
Israel’s survival. At the same time, we have always felt a strong inter-
est in securing a settlement that would end the perpetual crisis. As a
superpower we have felt a special responsibility to help restore stabil-
ity, as well as a special awareness of the danger of U.S.-Soviet military
confrontation in another eruption of Middle East war. As long as the
crisis festers, moreover, our remaining political ties with the 50 million
people of the Arab world, which were once substantial, are further and
further attenuated, and our economic ties—which continue to be sub-
stantial—are increasingly jeopardized. The permanent state of tension
means continuing and intensifying internal pressures over the long
term on the remaining moderate Arab regimes.

We continue to believe that the terms of a settlement inevitably
must be negotiated between the parties themselves. This is the only
process that the Israelis will accept, and our ability to move the Israelis
depends in part on our ability to establish such a process.

Nevertheless, this Administration has involved itself actively in
Middle East diplomacy in various forums, in the effort to help provide
a framework for a peace settlement. From 1969 to early 1971 we con-
ducted talks bilaterally with the USSR, and in the Four-Power forum,
to develop the November 1967 UN Security Council Resolution into a
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framework for negotiation. In June 1970 the U.S. took the initiative uni-
laterally to propose a ceasefire and military standstill to try to estab-
lish conditions for Egyptian-Israeli talks.

In May 1971 the U.S. took up the idea (which both Egyptian and
Israeli officials had broached) of seeking an interim settlement to re-
open the Suez Canal and pull troops part way back.

B. Our Strategy

The principal issue for us at the Summit is the degree to which we want
to join the Soviets now in a joint “confidential arrangement” committing both
of us to press certain concrete proposals on our respective clients. Gromyko’s
offer to you last September, our willingness then to try to reach some
general understanding by the Summit, and their continued pressure 
to finalize an agreement, have now made this a major issue in U.S.-
Soviet relations.

We have always made clear to the Soviets that there are severe lim-
its on what the United States can deliver. You have to be able to return
from Moscow and truthfully say there were no “secret deals” at the
Summit. You also do not want to engage in intensive technical negoti-
ation in the heated atmosphere of a Summit and without the meticu-
lous preparations that gives us a good idea in advance of how we will
come out. More substantively, this whole question puts us up against
one of the crucial difficulties of the Middle East problem: The Israelis
will not yield easily, and on some points they will not yield without a
war. If we are not careful we could end up with a new eruption in the
Middle East and linked with the Soviets against the Israelis. This is out
of the question.

Our objective in a Middle East negotiation is to induce Israeli co-
operation but in a way that does not exacerbate fears or create temp-
tations and invite a war. The problem is to come up with proposals
which the Israelis—under pressure—may accept.

The State Department recommends that we resist any Soviet pro-
posals for cooperative diplomacy, and that we continue to insist that
the regional parties must be the focal point of negotiations. State argues
that Israel is unlikely to accept either the substance or the procedure 
of a U.S.-Soviet deal, though State recognizes that a Mideast stand-off
in Moscow would leave a very unpredictable situation in the post-
Summit period. My view is that the Mideast has become too big an is-
sue in U.S.-Soviet relations for us to simply stonewall at the Summit.

Our task then at the Summit is to find ways to be forthcoming and pos-
itive to the Soviets but without committing ourselves to anything which we
cannot accomplish or which is in fact dangerous.

Since the Vietnam crisis deprived us of any chance to prepare 
adequately for a consummated agreement at the Summit, even on 
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general principles, our positive thrust at the Summit now should have
two elements:

—suggesting an intensive work program, looking toward an agree-
ment later this year, and

—urging again that we concentrate on the interim approach, as the
only realistic way to make any progress toward a final settlement.

The work program could be a modification of what was already sug-
gested to Brezhnev and Gromyko in April: you and Brezhnev could
discuss general principles at the Summit, and hopefully set a general
positive direction. Intensive follow-up discussions could then continue
through the special channel over the summer, and I could come back
to Moscow in September. The two sides could reach agreement then
or soon after on an overall solution, and also proceed immediately to
publication and implementation of an interim agreement.

We might also try to persuade the Soviets that a boost to realistic
movement toward a settlement would be the establishment of some
sort of contact—perhaps secret—between Egypt and Israel, in which
both would signify willingness to discuss all possible solutions.

On the substance, the most positive contribution we can make at
the Summit is to focus the U.S.-Soviet discussion on the partial or in-
terim approach. For two years there has been a frenzy of activity with-
out substance on our side, and substantive proposals without realism
on their side.21 The whole point of direct Presidential involvement at
this stage is to cut through all this, and to concentrate our energies and
skills on something that can actually be achieved.

The U.S. turned to the idea of an interim settlement in 1971 (a) be-
cause it seemed unlikely that an overall settlement could be achieved
in one step, (b) because both the Israelis and the Egyptians seemed to
show some interest in the idea, and (c) because it seemed a way of
showing movement while stretching out the settlement process and
pushing the most difficult issues out into the future. To persuade the
Soviets to accept this kind of approach would require that they also ac-
cept the idea that the period for a settlement would be longer than they
had previously anticipated and the fact that they might not be able to
get commitments on the ultimate settlement in the early part of this
process.

You wrote Brezhnev on October 19, 1971, that a “lasting settle-
ment,” in your view, “will come about only if a start is made on a more
limited or ‘interim’ basis.” The rationale is that a partial Israeli with-
drawal as a first step is the only feasible prospect at the moment, and
it could be made to establish the principle and process of Israeli with-
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drawal. A modest first step has the best chance of acceptance by the
Israelis, and also the advantage for the Egyptians that it is clearly only
partial and therefore necessarily implies that more withdrawal has to
come. The more ambitious the first partial withdrawal, the harder it
would be to persuade the Israelis and the more “permanent” it might
become after being carried out. It should be in the Soviet interest, too,
to get the withdrawal process started and in a way that makes further
withdrawal look likely.

The Israelis have indicated to us their willingness to agree to an interim
Suez Canal settlement along the following lines, and we have presented this
to the Soviets in order to be able to deal with the issue at the Summit con-
cretely and with preparation:

—Israel will withdraw its forces from the Suez Canal to the west
side of the Sinai passes.

—This withdrawal, and Egyptian presence on the east bank, will
commence when the Canal is opened and functioning.

—There can be some civilian Egyptian presence (including police)
on the east bank once the Canal is opened and functioning, but no
Egyptian military crossing or presence.

—There must be a maximum period for a ceasefire, at least until
the beginning of Calendar Year 1974.

—Israel will postpone its own use of the Canal until a later phase
following the opening and functioning of the Canal.

The Israelis have offered these concessions in the special channel
on the assumption that the U.S. will not re-commit itself to the Rogers
Plan for an overall settlement, specifically the Rogers Plan’s provision
for withdrawal of all Israeli forces to the former international bound-
ary with Egypt. Israel will agree to a reference to the fact that the in-
terim settlement represents a move toward an ultimate settlement but
with the details to be worked out as outlined in UN Security Council
Resolution 242.22 (That resolution provides that the details of an over-
all settlement are to be worked out between the parties under the aus-
pices of Ambassador Jarring.)

C. Your Talking Points

1. The Soviet proposal which Gromyko presented to you in Septem-
ber 1971 (for Soviet troop withdrawal, arms ban, and guarantees) is con-
structive and positive. It is evidence of the General-Secretary’s genuine
belief that we two superpowers have a special responsibility for peace
and an overriding interest in a constructive relationship between us.

May 13–May 31, 1972 867

22 For text of UN Security Council Resolution 242, November 22, 1967; see Foreign
Relations, 1964–1968, vol. XIX, Document 542.

491-761/B428-S/60006

1240_A53-A56  10/31/06  12:02 PM  Page 867



—You agreed with Gromyko in September that we should try to
reach a substantive accord by the time of the Summit. Unfortunately, in
spite of good-faith efforts on both sides, we have not reached one. The
task now is to look ahead, not back, and to set a positive direction at
the Summit which can guide intensive talks this year to a successful
conclusion.

—You had a full report on Dr. Kissinger’s talks in Moscow,23 and
you had agreed, as Dr. Kissinger had suggested to the General-Secre-
tary, that we should make a new effort before the Summit. The Viet-
nam crisis intervened, however, to make this impossible. This is yet an-
other example of how Vietnam has stood in the way of realizing the
full potential of U.S.-Soviet cooperation. An early Vietnam peace would
protect against a recurrence in the future.

2. The Middle East problem is extraordinarily difficult. It will not
be as easy for us to resolve this in our special channel as it was to reach
the Berlin agreement.

—The parties involved are more volatile, and the danger of leaks
much greater. The root conflict is much more bitter, and the two sides’
positions may even be irreconcilable in many respects.

—Realism and flexibility are needed on both sides. We cannot al-
low the settlement process itself to exacerbate fears or create tempta-
tions in the area and ignite a war.

—However, the U.S. and USSR are both determined to contain the
danger to world peace, and this in itself affords great hope.24

3. The United States proposes that the two leaders seek at this
Summit meeting to set a firm positive direction and to agree on an in-
tensive work program.

—This is the intent of the proposal which Dr. Kissinger has just
presented in the special channel—it is a basis for concrete discussion
for the two sides to fill in. Intensive follow-up talks can begin imme-
diately afterward in the special channel to flesh out what is agreed here.

—We can aim at a substantive understanding by September, at
which time Dr. Kissinger could travel again to Moscow to firm it up.

—This understanding would have to be kept confidential through
this year, and the Soviet Government must understand—as we have
indicated to them many times—that implementation could not realis-
tically begin until mid-1973. (After the election it will take time for a
new government to be constituted and to establish itself. For many rea-
sons, only a new government will be capable of carrying out the con-
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fidential arrangements.) When Dr. Kissinger visits again in September,
however, we are prepared for announcement and implementation of
an interim agreement immediately.

4. As you wrote to the General-Secretary on October 19, 1971, an
interim approach is the only realistic and practical approach. The most
positive contribution the two leaders can make at the Summit is to agree
to concentrate on this. This approach offers important advantages:

—It offers the only realistic prospect of achieving movement soon,
perhaps even this year. It has the best chance of acceptance by Israel,
and the best chance of avoiding getting bogged down in all the major
issues which have blocked a comprehensive settlement.

—Even a modest Israeli withdrawal would establish the principle
(and process) of Israeli withdrawal.

—The more modest the initial arrangement, the more obvious and
inevitable it is that further withdrawal will have to follow.

5. To facilitate the whole process of settlement, it would be valu-
able if the U.S. and USSR could find some way to bring about secret di-
rect Egyptian-Israeli talks in which both would signify willingness to dis-
cuss all possible solutions.

6. We continue to seek a final settlement. We understand that the
Soviet Union attaches the highest importance to this, and therefore we
see the interim solution as an integral part of a final settlement. There
are many possible ways to tie these together, and Dr. Kissinger and
Ambassador Dobrynin should work this out.

7. We understand that the Soviet Union now seeks a “complex”
or comprehensive settlement embracing Egypt, Jordan, and Syria. This
of course is most ambitious, and will postpone for a long time the day
when Israeli troops withdraw.

—The talks in the special channel have so far concentrated on the
Egyptian phase. The Jordanian phase has been touched upon, and in
any case we believe the Jordanian part would be easy to achieve at
about the same time. The Syrian part, however, will be quite difficult.
Perhaps it will be easier to bring the Syrians along once we are close
to concluding the Egyptian and Jordanian phases.

—We understand the interrelationships. Kissinger and Dobrynin
should be able to work out a practical solution.
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232. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1

Washington, undated.

SUBJECT

The Soviet Leaders

This memorandum seeks to capture the flavor and style of the
principal Soviet leaders with whom you will be dealing, Brezhnev in
particular, as well as Kosygin and Gromyko, based largely on personal
encounters. Your background book already contains much useful bio-
graphic and historical information on these men and their colleagues.

Brezhnev

For Brezhnev, the meeting with you is a long-sought goal, both
politically and psychologically. Even since Stalin, Soviet leaders have
seen an encounter with the American President as a boost to their au-
thority and a recognition of their stature. Brezhnev, like his predeces-
sor Khrushchev, finds this useful in terms of the never-ending power
struggle within the leadership. And whether he admits it to himself or
not, to be seen in your company fills a deepseated personal need to be
accepted as an equal.2

In Brezhnev’s case, other impulses have lately come to the surface.
He resents his image as a brutal, unrefined person; he is trying to live
down his long history of drunkenness. He has come to enjoy the
perquisites of office—he enjoys fancy cars, natty clothes and a certain
elevated lifestyle. He is self-conscious of his looks, heavy eyebrows, for
example, and has made an effort to look after his grooming. In short,
he has some of the characteristics of the parvenue and the nouveau-
riche. Yet he is proud, as Khrushchev was, of his proletarian back-
ground and of his successful march up the ladder of power.3

Like many Russians, Brezhnev is a mixture of crudeness and
warmth. Yet, self-conscious about his background and his past, he 
eschews Khruschevian excursions into profanity. His anecdotes and im-
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agery, to which he resorts frequently, avoid the languages of the barn-
yard. His humor is heavy, sometimes cynical, frequently earthy,4 but—
in your presence at least—not obscene. His impulses are elemental, but
he tries to keep his demeanor and his words within the decorous lim-
its of a middle-class drawing room.

He is nervous, partly because of his personal insecurity, partly for
physiological reasons traced to his consumption of alcohol and tobacco,
his history of heart disease and the pressures of his job. You will find
his hands perpetually in motion, twirling his watch chain (gold), flick-
ing ashes from his ever-present cigarette, clanging his cigarette-holder
against an ash tray. From time to time, he may stand up behind his
chair or walk about. He is likely to interrupt himself or you by offer-
ing food and drink. His colleagues obviously humor him in these
somewhat irritating habits.

Brezhnev is obviously intelligent and shrewd but probably not as
acute in these respects as Khrushchev. Like the latter he is alert to any
real or imagined polemical thrust and, though less combative than
Khrushchev, is not likely to let it pass. For example, when I said (in not
uncomplimentary fashion) that we noticed that when he moved, he
moved massively, he immediately took this as a thrust at his Czecho-
slovakian invasion and felt compelled to comment.5

Brezhnev’s reputation was one of laziness and impatience with de-
tails. We know [less than 1 line of source text not declassified] that in years
past he liked to sneak off to soccer games or other diversions,6 and in
Khrushchev’s day would get other Politburo members to cover up for
him. But he clearly masters the significant issues and understands So-
viet interests. He has stopped his earlier practice of bringing copious
notes to meetings, except for formal documents he plans to hand over.
Although these are obviously drafted by his staff, he is familiar with
their contents, presumably having participated in Politburo discussions
of them.

Although top dog, Brezhnev still gives the impression of being on
a relatively short leash.7 He is free to expound an agreed position of
the collective, perhaps adding some nuances and emphases of his own,
but once he has exhausted his guidance he evidently is required to go
back for more, as well as for any changes necessitated by the course of
negotiations. He also seems to be under some obligation to report back.
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At the same time, if Brezhnev believes a particular change in position
is necessary, it appears he has the authority to persuade the Politburo
to agree to it. In any case, situations could well arise where Brezhnev
will say that he must check back with his colleagues. This may be a
tactic, but it may also reflect the actual situation.

Typically Russian, when Brezhnev wants something, he will resort
to the bearhug.8 He will be voluble in explaining how much in your
own interest a certain position is; he may intimate that it took a great
deal of effort to get his colleagues to agree to a concession; he may even
brag that he overruled this or that bureaucratic interest group—he likes
to poke fun at his Foreign Ministry, although in fact Gromyko and sev-
eral of its members do a great deal of Brezhnev’s backstopping. He will
invite you to “improve” on his own efforts and tell you how much the
history books will praise you for the effort. This was the ploy he tried
on me when he handed over their draft of principles in U.S.-Soviet re-
lations. He urged me to “strengthen” it, assuring me plaudits if I did
so; on the other hand, historians would censure me if I weakened his
draft.9

Again, typically Russian, when Brezhnev thinks he has made a
major concession or breakthrough, he will get impatient to get the 
matter wrapped up.10 He may stall for days, but once he moves he 
will want things settled at once so as to take up the next subject. He
almost certainly will not want to get involved in drafting exercises or
the shaping of precise formulations himself, preferring to delegate 
this to his associates, probably Gromyko. (Brezhnev, the politician/
party bureaucrat, has little in common with Gromyko, the expert/
diplomat. He likes to tease him, à la Khrushchev, but like the latter, 
he obviously respects the durable Foreign Minister’s talents and relies 
on him.)

Brezhnev will probably remind you of a tough and shrewd union
boss, conscious of his position and his interests, alert to slights. He will
be polite sometimes to the point of excessive warmth, including phys-
ical contact. He may lapse into orations, sometimes standing up to de-
liver them. He will be knowledgeable, but uninterested in detail
(though his underlings will be extremely careful with fine print.) He
may try to test you at some point with a vigorous and ideologically-
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tinged statement of his position, but he will let you do the same, though
perhaps trying to get you off-stride by offering you tea and sandwiches
when you break for interpretation.

He will try to flatter you, usually when he wants you to be “states-
manlike” and “generous”, and in fact he sometimes betrays an almost
reverential view of “the President.” He will tell you that he wants you
re-elected.

As he has gotten older, he has permitted himself to wonder aloud
about his reputation. He wants a “good” image, although he probably
does not mind in some respects the older image of a brutal man, and
he wants to be seen as good for Russia in the history books.11 He will
talk about his family, being especially proud and fond of his grand-
daughter (married while I was in Moscow) who grew up in his house.

As with other Russians, the War remains an earthshaking experi-
ence for him. He has lately taken to having his role inflated in public-
ity. He is proud of his service, of having been a general, of being a vet-
eran.12 He knows something of the human disaster of war—one should
credit him with genuine abhorrence of it, though, of course, he uses
fear of war in others to obtain political ends.

He clearly enjoys power, telling me that in recent years he feels
like he’s forty years old.13 He revels in the role of leading a great power
and believes that great powers have certain privileges. Though he will
never admit to the legitimacy of what we do in Vietnam, he is not with-
out some sympathy for it. He certainly has no conscience pangs about
what he did in Czechoslovakia.

One final aspect of the man; he deeply resents the Chinese. There
is an ethnic element, a deepseated folk-suspicion and contempt of an-
other people. He evidently finds them baffling and enigmatic. In pri-
vate, at least he may appeal to the similarities that Russians and Amer-
icans have, compared to the Orientals. Some of the things he will say
are, of course, intended to stir up one’s own resentments. As a politi-
cal leader, he will do business with Peking when it suits his purposes.
But the antagonism runs deep, fed no doubt by the knowledge that the
Chinese regard him as a crude thug who has no right to claim Lenin’s
or even Stalin’s inheritance.14

May 13–May 31, 1972 873

11 The President underlined “he wants to be seen as good for Russia in the history
books.”

12 The President underlined “the War remains an earthshaking experience for him”
as well as this sentence.

13 The President underlined “in recent years he feels like he's forty years old” and
wrote in the margin: “told his wife for the last five years [he] felt forty.”

14 The President underlined this sentence.

491-761/B428-S/60006

1240_A53-A56  10/31/06  12:02 PM  Page 873



Chou and Brezhnev

The Chinese and Russian styles, as exemplified by Chou En-lai
and Leonid Brezhnev, make for a fascinating contrast.

Chou is Mandarin—cool; Brezhnev is Slavic—warm. Chou is sub-
tle, refined and indirect. Brezhnev is obvious, elemental and head-on.
The Chinese has an intellect at home in universities and drawing
rooms.15 The Russian has the ruthless intelligence of a labor leader
earned from brawls on the docks. Chou’s mind and body are elegant
and disciplined, a coiled spring. Brezhnev is stocky and spontaneous,
restless and fidgety.

Both men have been brutal when necessary, but Chou’s charm
makes you forget this quality, while Brezhnev’s heavy-handedness con-
stantly recalls it. The one is sophisticated and proper; the other gruff
and gregarious. Chou masks his cunning with his polished demeanor.
Brezhnev doesn’t mind reminding you of his shrewdness. Chou, while
charismatic and cordial, keeps his distance, stays cool and hides his
emotions. Brezhnev with his own animal magnetism, crowds you, eas-
ily changes temperature, and wears his emotions openly.

Indeed, one can say that the contrasting styles of Chou and Brezh-
nev are reflected in Chinese and Russian food. Chinese cuisine is del-
icate, meticulous and infinitely varied. Russian meals are heavy,
straight forward, predictable. You eat Chinese food gracefully with
chopsticks; you could eat most Russian food with your hands. One
walks away from a Chinese meal satisfied but not satiated, and look-
ing forward to your next experience. After a Russian meal one is
stuffed, if not logy.16

All of this suggests that dealing with the Russians is less pleasur-
able than with the Chinese, depending on one’s taste. It should not sug-
gest, however, that it is any less challenging.

Brezhnev and his colleagues will not have the place in history that
Mao and Chou are assured. But they have survived their own long
marches through savage infighting that takes place among Soviet lead-
ers.17 They have clawed their way to the top and pushed aside (and
put away) formidable men in the process. If the Chinese Communist
leaders have been sustained in their struggles by their vision of the fu-
ture, the Russian leaders have prevailed through tough jockeying and
canny maneuvering. Mao and Chou may have matchless strategic vi-
sion; Brezhnev and his cohorts have clearly displayed great tactical
skills.
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Furthermore, Brezhnev and company lead a superpower, one
equal in many respects to our own nation.18 They speak with the weight
of current strategic equality, while the Chinese strength derives from
a combination of their long past and their inevitable future.

Brezhnev has important business to do with you now. He cannot
afford to show patience on some issues, like Chou can. On the West,
he has put his personal stamp on détente efforts; the sinking of the Ger-
man Treaties and a souring of U.S.-Soviet relations would almost cer-
tainly invite internal challenges to his leadership position. On the East,
he faces deep historical and personal antagonism, the spectre of 800
million talented and dedicated people, a growing nuclear arsenal, ide-
ological rivalry, and territorial disputes. Moscow has to get a grip on
the Teutonic past so it can deal with a Mongolian future.

Given the stage of our bilateral relations and personal inclination,
Chou could spend time with us on history and philosophy. Brezhnev
will want to talk about concrete issues—the format of a European Se-
curity Conference, the major elements of a SALT agreement, the mines
in Haiphong Harbor, the drawing of lines in the Middle East. Although
he obviously won’t know all the details like Gromyko, he will be well
briefed and in command of his material, prepared to press you on spe-
cific questions. He will want results and agreements, and he will not
hesitate to do some tactical elbowing in the process.

Finally, while Chou must invoke Mao’s authority and on major is-
sues actually consult, he is at present in complete operational com-
mand. Brezhnev, on the other hand, while the dominant leader, still
must lean on his colleagues for assistance. For your visit, the two most
important will probably be Kosygin and Gromyko. Some brief com-
ments on them therefore are in order.

Kosygin

Kosygin is clearly subordinate to Brezhnev in power and author-
ity; he will not be charged with conducting conclusive talks on sensi-
tive issues, but he will speak on them. His forte is in the economic area,
though he is fully informed on all other questions. Indeed he almost
certainly masters the details more completely than Brezhnev.

Kosygin has the reputation of being more liberal than Brezhnev.
This is a superficial judgment. He is a manager-type and therefore tends
to be pragmatic on operational questions. He wants to get things done
and gets impatient with interference from party watchdogs and bu-
reaucrats. He is fascinated by technology and economic issues and for
that reason favors trade and other exchanges with the West. But in
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other respects, Kosygin is rigid and orthodox. It is almost as though
he compensates for his managerial pragmatism with an almost theo-
logical orthodoxy on ideological matters. Moreover, on questions such
as Vietnam, Kosygin has often been far more polemical than Brezhnev.

In connection with Kosygin’s greater polish, it is worth keeping in
mind that he has been accustomed to function at the upper reaches of
power for more than thirty years and has been exposed to many out-
side contacts. Brezhnev was still clawing his way to the top when Kosy-
gin was among the top twenty or so leaders.

One of Kosygin’s strengths has been that he probably never as-
pired to the very summit of power. (In any event he has never had the
power base within the Party machine.) Successive leaders beginning
with Stalin have valued his competence. This does not, of course, mean
that he has not participated in Kremlin politics. Obviously, he played
a role in the coup that overthrew Khrushchev and he probably would
not hesitate to participate in one against Brezhnev, but not out of per-
sonal ambition. His past friction with Brezhnev was probably due in
part to temperament, but more likely to Kosygin’s impatience with
clumsy Party interference in management of the country and to Brezh-
nev’s irritation about Kosygin’s circumvention of Party apparatchiks,
including himself.

Kosygin is a very hard worker, despite various health problems.
He is almost puritanical in his personal life and conservative in per-
sonal habits. His commitment to duty was illustrated when his wife
was near death some years ago. Kosygin went ahead with his day’s
chores, standing on the tomb to review a Red Square parade. The mes-
sage of her death reached him there. Since being widowed, he has, if
anything, spent even more time at work.

Kosygin is shrewd in his perception of other people’s character.
While Brezhnev can instinctively play to people’s weaknesses, hopes and
ambitions, Kosygin does it with skillful calculation. He knew, for exam-
ple, that Secretary Stans was greatly interested in certain commercial
deals and Kosygin managed their conversations with that interest in
mind. When Kosygin met Harriman in 1965, he shrewdly played on the
latter’s interest in various arms control agreements, holding out lush
prospects if only we were reasonable on Vietnam. He sees innumerable
American businessmen and has them salivating for the prospect of huge
contracts, knowing that they will return to the U.S. to put the heat on
the Administration to grant credits and export licenses.

Kosygin has the reputation of being dour. In fact, he can smile 
engagingly, where Brezhnev tends to leer.19 Where Brezhnev fidgets,
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Kosygin is composed. Where Brezhnev may gesticulate expansively,
Kosygin seems more contained. Where Brezhnev can be effusively
friendly and crudely intimate, Kosygin is more reserved. But he is ca-
pable of warmth and occasionally unbends to make personal remarks.
When he does so, it is with far more grace than Brezhnev.

Kosygin speaks with precision (his Russian is the purest, as is typ-
ical of Leningraders) although he can of course be ambiguous if the
situation demands.20 He has the respect of his colleagues; his subordi-
nates, in particular, speak of him with considerable admiration.

Although Brezhnev’s temperament is more voluble, Kosygin prob-
ably has more deepseated convictions. Kosygin is imbued with his ide-
ology. He will mince no words when he states a position. And when
he thinks and feels that justice is on his side he will speak with great
vigor and bluntness. On foreign policy, this applies especially to Viet-
nam and Germany. However, he is unlikely to personalize such issues
the way Brezhnev tends to do. And he will put his case in rational and
concrete terms, where Brezhnev will let more subjective prejudices
show through.

Gromyko

You have known Gromyko for many years. He is, of course, not
on a par with Brezhnev or Kosygin in terms of power, responsibilities
and stature. In their presence he will defer to them, though not with
the kind of servility that lesser Soviet leaders often display to their sen-
ior comrades.

Above all, Gromyko is a skilled and knowledgeable foreign affairs
expert. He is on top of the issues and knows them backward. Although
the butt of their jokes—he often acts as straight man—he undoubtedly
has the respect of the top leaders, Brezhnev especially.

He has no power to make decisions, but he frequently knows fall-
backs already decided on by the top leaders (in contrast to other So-
viet negotiators who know only the day’s instructions) and hence can
display a good deal of flexibility in negotiations.

Gromyko is very intelligent and a smart debater. He has a satiri-
cal humor, sometimes biting, though he can be as heavy-handed as any
of the leaders if that happens to be the style of the moment.

If Brezhnev has the choice of an advisor in his meetings with you,
he may well pick Gromyko as the man who not only has known you
the longest but has known every President since Roosevelt and every
Secretary of State since Hull.
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233. Paper Prepared by the National Security Council Staff1

Washington, undated.

BASIC PRINCIPLES OF US-SOVIET RELATIONS

Background

For almost twenty years, the Soviets have been eager to get us to
agree to some kind of a document codifying a relationship of “peace-
ful coexistence.” In 1956, they actually proposed a friendship treaty.
They have approached many Western countries on this score and have
also pressed for a NATO-Warsaw Pact non-aggression pact.

Among Soviet motives has figured Moscow’s desire to undermine
the political and psychological basis of Western defense arrangements.
They have also seen in these agreements a means of obtaining accept-
ance of the East European status quo. Their approaches to us over the
years have undoubtedly reflected their desire to get us to recognize
their status as a co-equal great power. Finally, the Russians are ritual-
istic; they like solemn declarations as visible results of meetings.

In the past, we fended off Soviet overtures precisely because we
suspected Soviet motives and because we feared the very effects we
thought the Soviets were trying to create.

Developments in the last two years have created new conditions
which make some formal declaration on US-Soviet relations more 
feasible:

—When Dobrynin first raised this, you instructed me to insist that
we would not consider anything that smacked of condominium or
could be used by the Soviets against third powers.

—They have taken account of these admonitions and have agreed
generally on a document that meets your concerns.

—Second, the Soviets have signed similar documents with other
Western powers, notably a long and effusive Declaration of Principles
with Pompidou, a protocol on consultation with Canada, a declaration
with Turkey, and, of course, the German-Soviet treaties and accompa-
nying memoranda.
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—Third, we agreed to a communiqué with the Chinese2 that in-
corporated principles of Sino-American relations; and this has intensi-
fied Soviet interest in equal treatment. Our tentative agreement on prin-
ciples with Moscow, of course, is more concrete and reflects the more
extensive development of bilateral relations.

Recent Developments

Earlier this year, we gave Dobrynin some paragraphs for inclusion
in the summit communiqué3 wherein we would jointly state our de-
sire for improved relations, agree to seek peaceful solutions to out-
standing problems and to respect the independence and integrity of
third countries, jointly undertake to exercise restraint in crises and to
respect each other’s interest and agree to promote practical coopera-
tion. The Soviets pressed harder than ever for a formal and somewhat
more extensive document after they saw the communiqué at the end
of your China trip, especially its references to peaceful coexistence.

In Moscow, Brezhnev gave us a draft and urged us to “strengthen”
it.4 He was told that in general the document seemed sound but that
we would propose some improvements. This was done before leaving
Moscow. We made a counterproposal that introduced language (now
points 2 and 3) that emphasizes the principle of mutual restraint and
avoiding attempts to achieve unilateral advantages, and the principle
of responsibility to discourage conflicts from arising. This may inhibit
the Soviets somewhat, and at least we can claim this interpretation.
And the principles may refute the Brezhnev doctrine. The resulting text
is at Tab A.

The Soviets have a few changes they still wish to incorporate, in
particular one which would refer to the responsibilities of the perma-
nent members of the UN Security Council. Our approaches to the 
entire document have been that it could deal only with bilateral U.S.-
Soviet relations and should in no way be used, even implicitly, to lec-
ture or make invidious comments about others. (We obviously have to
watch the Chinese angle.)

The Text

As you will note, the document now has a general preamble and
twelve points. (The Soviets had wanted a thirteenth about ensuring the
ability of our respective diplomatic establishments to function—a ref-
erence to harassments here. We rejected this as not consistent with the
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forward-looking content and general spirit of the document and the
Soviets readily dropped the point.)

The first points deal with peaceful coexistence in the nuclear age
and the fact that ideological differences should be no obstacle to nor-
mal relations.

The second point deals with preventing dangerous situations, the
need for mutual restraint and for avoiding attempts to obtain unilat-
eral advantages; the need to recognize each other’s security interests
on the basis of equality, renunciation of force and the desirability of
conducting negotiations in a spirit of reciprocity.

The third point—the only one still open—deals with out interna-
tional responsibilities as UN members and includes language about the
right of all countries to be free from external interference.

The fourth and fifth points indicate intent to widen the juridical ba-
sis of our relations and to consult including at the summit level.

The sixth point is a general one about promoting arms control
agreements.

The seventh point is about increased commercial relations.
Points eight, nine and ten deal with improving various other bilat-

eral relations.
The eleventh point renounces claims to special rights and advan-

tages and reaffirms the sovereign equality of all states. (Here, the So-
viets wanted language that implied that China had made such claims
but I insisted on broader language without invidious connotations.)
This point also affirms that the development of U.S.-Soviet relations
are not directed against third countries.

The final point is the saving clause: the principles in the document
do not affect any obligations with respect to other countries which we
or the Soviets previously assumed.

The Implications

Thus, the document avoids all connotations of condominium5 or
aspersions against others. It embodies points you have repeatedly
made about restraint and recognition of interests. They are all desir-
able points from our standpoint to get the Soviets to agree to, even on
paper; and they are a considerable improvement over documents
signed by France and Canada.

The Soviets, for their part, would achieve their objective of hav-
ing a document. They will no doubt make unilateral interpretations—

880 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV

5 The President underlined the previous five words and wrote a question mark in
the margin next to this sentence.

491-761/B428-S/60006

1240_A53-A56  10/31/06  12:02 PM  Page 880



as we can also—and at some time or other accuse us of violating the
terms. But this does not materially change the existing situation, since
the Soviets already allege periodically that we are violating the UN
Charter or the “norms” of international law. The Soviets no doubt will
also derive the satisfaction of being recognized as a co-equal power,
but this is hardly a concession by us, given the power balance and the
conceptual basis of our foreign policy.6

Finally, we can plausibly argue that given the significant progress
that has occurred and is projected in U.S.-Soviet relations in many spe-
cific areas, this document now is not simply verbiage and generalities:
it provides a framework for an increasingly concrete and productive
set of relationships and it provides a set of standards against which to
measure our respective conduct in international affairs.

Talking Points

—you should confirm to Brezhnev that this document is consist-
ent with the present stage of our relations and you therefore welcome
it;

—we recognize that inevitably there will arise differing interpre-
tations—it is in the nature of such an agreement—but in the spirit of
the document we should try to minimize these;

—we should both view the document as embodying a set of stand-
ards by which we should measure our conduct; if over time we find
that it should be revised or refined, we should do so;7

—if Brezhnev raises their version of the third point (assuming it
still to be open at the time), you should take the position that we pre-
fer not to make statements about the responsibilities of other countries
but only about those of our two countries.8 (Brezhnev claims that the
China communiqué mentioned “hegemony” and therefore was di-
rected against the USSR and he may therefore claim you are being in-
consistent. The problem can probably be resolved by a compromise
draft and should not prove an obstacle.)

(Note: Brezhnev may propose that you and he sign the document.
I have made no commitment on this because it would carry implica-
tions that this is some sort of a treaty. This creates problems with the
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allies and perhaps the Senate. But if Brezhnev presses, you could ac-
quiesce and the consequences will be manageable.)9

Tab A10

BASIC PRINCIPLES OF RELATIONS BETWEEN 
THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS AND 

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of
America,

Guided by their obligations under the Charter of the United Na-
tions and by a desire to strengthen peaceful relations with each other
and to place these relations on the firmest possible basis,

Aware of the need to make every effort to remove the threat of nu-
clear war and to create conditions which promote the reduction of ten-
sions in the world and the strengthening of universal security and in-
ternational cooperation,

Believing that the improvement of Soviet-American relations and
their mutually advantageous development in such areas as economic,
science and culture, will meet these objectives and contribute to better
mutual understanding and business-like cooperation, without in any
way prejudicing the interests of third countries,

Conscious that these objectives reflect the interests of the peoples
of both countries,

Have agreed as follows:
First. They will proceed from the common determination that in

the nuclear age there is no alternative to conducting their mutual re-
lations on the basis of peaceful coexistence. Differences in ideology and
in the political11 systems of the USSR and the USA are not obstacles to
the bilateral development of normal relations based on the principles
of sovereignty, equality, non-interference in internal affairs and mutual
advantage.

Second. The USSR and the USA attach major importance to pre-
venting the development of situations capable of causing a dangerous
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10 The text of this attachment is almost identical to the text of Basic Principles agreed

to at the summit. There are only a few minor textual changes, such as putting the United
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exacerbation of their relations. Therefore they will do their utmost to
avoid military confrontations,12 will always exercise restraint in their
mutual relations, and will be prepared to negotiate and settle differ-
ences by peaceful means. Discussions and negotiations on outstanding
issues will be conducted in a spirit of reciprocity, mutual accommoda-
tion, and mutual benefit.

Both sides recognize that efforts to obtain unilateral advantage at
the expense of the other, directly or indirectly, are inconsistent with
these objectives. The prerequisites for maintaining and strengthening
peaceful relations between the USSR and the USA are the recognition
of the security interests of the Parties, based on the principle of equal-
ity and the renunciation of the use or threat of force.

Third. As permanent members of the Security Council of the United
Nations, the United States and the USSR have special responsibilities
to discourage conflicts from arising in any part of the world, to pre-
vent the development of situations which could increase international
tension, and to use their influence to promote the peaceful settlement
of conflicts and of international issues generally. They believe that no
country should be subjected to aggression and interference in its in-
ternal affairs.13

New Soviet Version

Third. On the United States and the Soviet Union, as well as on
other countries that are permanent members of the UN Security Coun-
cil rests the responsibility to do everything that depends on them so
that there do not arise conflicts or situations which would serve to in-
crease international tensions. In accordance with the above (this) they
will make their contribution so that all countries will live in conditions
of peace and security and will not be subject to interference (interven-
tion) from outside in their internal affairs.14

Fourth. The USSR and the USA intend to widen the juridical basis
of their mutual relations and to exert the necessary efforts so that bi-
lateral agreements which they have concluded and multilateral treaties
and agreements to which they are15 parties are faithfully implemented.
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Fifth. The USSR and the USA reaffirm their readiness to continue
the practice of exchanging views on problems of mutual interest and,
when necessary, to conduct such exchanges at the highest level, in-
cluding meetings between leaders of the two countries.16

Sixth. The Parties will continue their efforts to limit armaments on
a bilateral as well as on a multilateral basis. They will continue to make
special efforts to limit strategic armaments. Whenever possible, they
will conclude concrete agreements aimed at achieving these purposes.

The USSR and the USA regard as the ultimate objective of their ef-
forts the achievement of general and complete disarmament and the
establishment of an effective system of international security in accord-
ance with the purposes and principles of the United Nations.17

Seventh. The USSR and the USA regard commercial and economic
ties as an important and necessary element in the strengthening of their
bilateral relations and thus will actively promote the growth of such
ties. They will facilitate cooperation between the relevant organizations
and enterprises of the two countries and the conclusion of appropriate
agreements and contracts, including long-term ones.

The two countries will contribute to the improvement of maritime
and air communications between them.

Eighth. The two sides consider it timely and useful to develop mu-
tual contacts and cooperation in the fields of science and technology.
Where suitable, the USSR and the USA will conclude appropriate agree-
ments dealing with concrete cooperation in these fields.

Ninth. The two sides reaffirm their intention to deepen cultural ties
with one another and to encourage fuller familiarization with each
other’s cultural values. They will promote improved conditions for cul-
tural exchanges and tourism.

Tenth. The USSR and the USA will seek to ensure that their ties
and cooperation in all the above-mentioned fields and in any others in
their mutual interest, are built on a firm and long-term basis. To give
a permanent character to these efforts, they will establish in all fields
where this is feasible joint commissions or other joint bodies.

Eleventh. The USSR and the USA make no claim for themselves
and would not recognize the claims of anyone else to any special rights
or advantages in world affairs. They recognize the sovereign equality
of all states.
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The development of Soviet-American relations is not directed
against third countries and their interests.

Twelfth. The basic principles set forth herein18 . . . do not affect any
obligations with respect to other countries earlier assumed by the USSR
and the USA.

18 The summit text substitutes “in this document” for “herein.”

234. Paper Prepared by the National Security Council Staff1

Washington, undated.

SALT BACKGROUND

We are now close to final agreement on almost all the major SALT
issues. Some issues may be kept open for ostensible resolution in
Moscow, but as discussed with Brezhnev, they will be settled in the
confidential channel before hand, so that the final outcome will be
arranged by the time you arrive in Moscow. The basic agreements are
along the lines explored with Dobrynin and are essentially the pro-
posals made by Brezhnev to you.

Brezhnev indicated strongly that he desired these agreements to
be signed during your stay in the USSR, and we are planning on a sign-
ing ceremony on Friday, May 26 in the Kremlin.

This paper includes highlights of the agreements, background on
the negotiations and unresolved issues which will be cleared up this
week.

I. The Current Agreements

We will conclude an ABM treaty and an Interim Agreement on
Limiting Offensive Weapons. The following are the highlights:
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A. The ABM Treaty

—Limits each side to one ABM site for defense of Moscow and
Washington and one site for each side for the defense of an ICBM field.

—There will be a total of 200 ABM interceptors, 100 at each site.
—Radars will be limited to Modern ABM Radar Complexes (called

MARCs) six for each side within a circle of 150 km radius around the
national capitals; (MARCs are a circle of 3 km diameter, in which radars
can be deployed; in practice they can accommodate about one large
radar or a few smaller ones).

—For the ICBM defense fields there will be a total of twenty radars
permitted; two of them will be the size of our two large radars de-
ployed at Grand Forks; the other eighteen radars will be much smaller.

—The Soviet ICBM protection site will be East of the Urals. (The
Soviets are balking at specifying this location, but Brezhnev told me
they would inform us of where it would be.) It is important that their
site not be in the populated area of European Russia. Our comparable
site will be at Grand Forks.

—Other non-ABM radars that may be built in the future will be
restricted, so as not to create a clandestine ABM potential but the pre-
cise limits are still under discussion.

—The treaty will be of unlimited duration with withdrawal rights
if supreme interests are jeopardized, and on six months notice.

B. The Interim Offensive Agreement

—Limits ICBMs to those under construction or deployed at the
time of signing the treaty or July 1. This will mean 1618 ICBMs for the
USSR and 1054 for us. The USSR will field 313 large SS–9s, but they
will be prohibited from converting other ICBM silos to accommodate
the large SS–9 types. Other silos can be modified but not to a signifi-
cant degree. Modernization is permitted.

—Submarine launched ballistic missiles will be limited along the
lines of Brezhnev’s proposal to me. For the Soviets there will be a ceil-
ing of 950 submarine launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) on “modern
submarines.” This means about 62 submarines. We will be limited to
our current 41 submarines.2

—The further construction of submarines on the Soviet side, how-
ever, will be compensated in part by their dismantling of older land-
based ICBMs; in this way they reach their ceiling of 950 but their level
of ICBMs goes down.
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—The Soviets will justify the unequal levels by counting 9 British
and French submarines along with our 41, and reserving the right to
increase their own level if this total is exceeded on the NATO side.

—We cannot acknowledge in any agreement that the British and
French boats are relevant to SALT; nor can we accept the Soviet con-
tention that the SLBM matter is only temporarily resolved because of
our forward bases.3

—The Interim Agreement will run for five years (compared to the
original Soviet proposal of 18 months), and both sides are committed
to replacing it with a permanent and more comprehensive agreement.

—Both sides will abide by the obligations of the agreement once
it is signed, though formally the implementation will await ratification
of the ABM treaty.

II. Pre-Summit Background

We arrived at the present agreement in two stages: in the May 20
agreement,4 which broke the deadlock over a separate ABM treaty ver-
sus an offense-defense package, and the most recent private discus-
sions which resolved the ABM level and achieved the inclusion of sub-
marine limitations.

A. The May 20 Understanding

By late 1970 the negotiations were grinding to a halt over two is-
sues: (1) the Soviets wanted a separate agreement on ABMs only, which
would mean leaving aside their most dangerous and dynamic pro-
grams; (2) if offensive weapons were to be included, however, the So-
viets insisted on a strict definition of “strategic” that would include all
our aircraft based abroad and on carriers.

In these circumstances, if we were to resume progress, there had
to be some compromise. The explorations with Dobrynin and your ex-
changes with Brezhnev gradually developed a new basis for discus-
sions. On May 20 you announced the breakthrough that we would con-
centrate on an ABM agreement, but also, in parallel, negotiate for
limitations on certain offensive weapons. This permitted the USSR to
back away from its separate ABM proposals and drop the inclusion of
forward based systems since the offensive agreements would be lim-
ited and temporary.
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B. The New Impasse May 1971–April 1972

The May 20 Agreement did not resolve the details of either the
level of ABM or the scope of offensive controls. During the private dis-
cussions, however, the Soviets were put on notice that we would not
be restricted to one ABM site in Washington. This would mean tearing
down our site under construction in Grand Forks, while the Soviets
merely kept their existing site in Moscow. In the confidential channel
the likelihood that our proposals would include both ICBM limits and
limits on submarine launched missiles had been signaled. The Soviets
emphasized a freeze on ICBMs rather than limits on both ICBMs and
submarines.

The negotiations began to deadlock. The Soviets insisted that if we
protected our ICBM fields, then they should have an equal right to do
so. Indeed, they went on to make a principle out of the question of
strict equality (meaning identical ABM systems). Since we had no site
for our national capital, working out pure symmetry became a tedious
exercise. In any case, we ultimately came to the position that either side
could choose between having 2 ICBM protection sites, or 1 ICBM site
plus defense of the national capital (NCA). The Soviets countered with
several proposals, all of which gave them an advantage. They claimed
that since we could protect more ICBMs in one single field (about 150)
than they could (their ICBM fields are smaller), they needed 2 or 3 ABM
sites for ICBM defense, while we retained only one. Their reasoning
that the number of ICBMs protected was the criterion was, of course,
specious. The number of ABM interceptors and radars determine the
capacity of the defense, not the area of protection.

The second impasse was over whether to include a limit on sub-
marine launched ballistic missiles. At first, the Soviets claimed that this
was outside the May 20 understanding, but they backed away from a
confrontation on this. They argued instead that SLBMs required com-
pensation because we could base them in forward areas and they could
not. They also pointed out that we were initiating a new program of
ULMs, while proposing to freeze the Soviet program.

To accommodate their concerns about freezing the number of sub-
marines, we shifted to a limit on the number of missiles tubes, so that
they could scrap older submarines and replace them with newer ones.5

With the summit in mind, and your trip to Peking approaching,
Dobrynin began to explore in January two approaches: either the issue
of SLBMs be set aside and resolved after the initial agreements, or that
the limit be placed on the total number of missiles for submarines, with
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freedom to dismantle older land-based ICBMs and replace them with
submarine launched missiles. (This was originally an American idea
introduced in our early proposal in 1970, but not pursued in the con-
text of a limited agreement.)6

As you instructed, it was emphasized to Dobrynin that our pro-
posals were not subject to modification, and that our ABM position
would ultimately depend on the resolution of the SLBM question.
When negotiations resumed in March of this year, we tied the resolu-
tion of the ABM and SLBM issues together.

Dobrynin was told that we could introduce some flexibility in our
ABM position if it appeared that the USSR could agree to the inclusion
of SLBMs. Contrary to the general skepticism in Washington whether
this linkage would work, Brezhnev in his letter in late March7 indi-
cated that they would study our SLBM position. In the formal negoti-
ations, however, they continued to balk.

On the ABM impasse, it was clear that we either had to concede
more Soviet sites for ICBM protection or reconsider deploying our own
defense of Washington. On a purely personal basis, Gerard Smith dis-
cussed the latter with his counterpart, and there was an indication of
a willingness to move in this direction, but without commitment on
the SLBM package. The Soviets obviously hoped to achieve the com-
promise on ABMs without making a concession on SLBMs.

C. The Brezhnev Proposal

The Soviets had indicated through the confidential channel that
they were anxious to sign a SALT agreement in Moscow during your
visit. Thus, in my meetings with Brezhnev,8 he made two new pro-
posals that reflected discussions with Dobrynin and moved close to
our basic positions.

—First he proposed that we each have two ABM sites; one for de-
fense of the national capital, and the other for ICBM defense; Brezh-
nev emphasized he had retreated from the proposition that they had
to defend an equal number of ICBMs and needed more ABM sites than
we did.

—Second, they proposed a numerical ceiling on SLBMs at our pres-
ent level for the US, and 950 SLBMs on “modern submarines” for the
USSR. This would involve continuing construction of Soviet sub-
marines up to about 62 for the USSR. He justified the differential by
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pointing out that the US, Britain and France combined would have a
combined total of 50 submarines. He implied the differential between
our 50 and their 62 would be achieved by dismantling older land-based
ICBMs.

As you instructed, Brezhnev was told that these proposals were
generally constructive, but the ABM issue would be reviewed, and that
we had problems with the differential in submarines. The concept of
replacing old land-based with new submarine launched missiles was
clarified, and it was left that our delegation would work out the num-
bers. On the introduction of the British and French that while they
could make such a justification unilaterally, our position was that we
had no right to tell our Allies what to do; we could negotiate the num-
bers but not accept the Soviets rationale. We left it that the figures were
agreed.

These were the proposals discussed at the NSC meeting,9 and are
the underlying positions that constitute the current agreements.

III. Unresolved Issues

A. Limits on Other Large Phased-Array Radars (OLPARs)

The US has consistently sought some controls over OLPARs since
enough of these large radars scattered throughout the Soviet Union
could be clandestine base for a territorial defense ABM system. The So-
viets agreed to general but vague provisions which prohibit giving
these radars ABM capabilities or testing them in an ABM mode.

The US further sought some control over future construction of
these radars. The latest US proposal was that, except for verification or space
tracking purposes, neither side could build an OLPAR larger than our Safe-
guard missile site radar (MSR).

—This is a highly technical problem. The measurement criteria
used is the product of the area of the radar’s antenna (i.e., the aper-
ture) and the radar’s power. The power-aperture of our MSR is just
less than 3 million (3 � 106) watt-meters squared.

—The two exceptions—verification or space tracking—are because
radars are needed in small numbers for such purposes and because
radars for these purposes are the easiest to distinguish from ABM
radars.

The Soviets apparently accepted this proposal on April 22.10 There
was an ambiguity in their language, but there were indications that
this would not be a problem.
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About a week later, the Soviets discovered that there was a “small
problem” of defining power-aperture levels. The Soviets claimed that
they thought the MSR had a power-aperture of 50 million (5 � 107)
watt-meters squared, or about 15–20 times larger than it is. In fact, at
least two Soviets had been told the MSR’s correct size in January.

It is unclear whether the Soviets have changed their mind on ac-
cepting our proposal, or whether they had all the time intended to look
conciliatory initially and then to claim a significant misunderstanding
over levels.

We cannot accept the Soviet standard since it is so high as to be
almost meaningless. Moreover, it implicitly accepts radars of a
“smaller” size. If we are unable to achieve an acceptable compromise,
we may drop the disputed provision on definitions and rely on the
more general exclusion of large radars except for agreed purposes.

B. Location of the ICBM Defense Area

There is some dispute, however, over where the Soviets can deploy their
ICBM defense area. (The US site will obviously be at Grand Forks, where
construction is already well along.)

The Soviets have ICBM fields scattered throughout much of their
country. We have strongly insisted the ICBM defense area be somewhat east
of the Urals, since this is a relatively unpopulated area, thereby reduc-
ing concern over the system providing extensive population defense.
This is an altogether reasonable request since all six of the Soviet SS–9
fields are east of the Urals.

The Soviets have balked at specifying now where their ICBM de-
fense would be. We will withhold final agreement on radars until we
are certain of the Soviet location.

C. SLBM Limitation

The remaining issues with the language of the SLBM provisions
are:

1. Whether each additional SLBM which is constructed must replace on
a one-for-one basis old ICBM or SLBMs. Our current position at Helsinki
requires this; it keeps the aggregate total of missile launchers constant.
The Brezhnev proposal was vague. Now the Soviets more or less agree,
but are fuzzing the question of their starting base, i.e., how many “mod-
ern” SLBMs they have at this point. They are saying 48 (which we think
means their current 37 plus 9) to compensate for Britain and France.

2. How the British and French boats will be handled. The Brezhnev
proposal specifically referred to the Allies as one reason for the Sovi-
ets getting a numerical edge. Further, the Soviets claimed the right to
build one more submarine (beyond 62) for each additional one the 
Allies built.
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We resist any reference to our NATO Allies in the Interim Agree-
ment. The Allies would be upset if they were unknowingly made a part
of the bilateral agreement.

D. Including Mobile ICBMs

We seek to include all ICBM launchers in the interim freeze, including
mobile ICBMs. Since neither side has deployed mobile systems, this
would effectively ban their deployment. In contrast, the Soviets argue
that mobile ICBMs should be negotiated in the follow-on talks. This is im-
portant but not crucial in the short term.

If we are unable to include mobiles in the interim freeze (i.e., ef-
fectively ban them), we may:

(1) Agree that there is no decision one way or another on banning mo-
biles, but obtain a parallel understanding that the Soviets would not deploy
mobiles for a few years.

(2) Allow replacement of old ICBMs by mobile ICBMs. This would al-
low deployment, but halt an increase in the overall number of Soviet
ICBMs.

(3) A unilateral statement by the US that we would expect both sides
to consult on the number of mobiles, etc., before either side started 
deployments.

E. Definition of “Light” versus “Heavy” ICBMs

While the Soviets have agreed not to convert “light” ICBMs to
“heavy” ICBMs, they have balked at agreeing to a definition of the di-
viding line between the two. We proposed that the line be: no larger
than the Soviet SS–11, or no larger than 70 cubic meters.

—The SS–11 is about 67 cubic meters and the SS–9 is about 
220 m3. Some definition is likely in the next few days.

Attachment

SALT

I. The Soviet Perspective

With the signing of initial SALT agreements, the ABM treaty and
the interim offensive agreement, the Soviet leaders may feel they have
accomplished their minimal strategic objective. They have conceded lim-
its on their most dynamic offensive force, ICBMs and submarine-
launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) as the price for forestalling a round
of competition in defensive systems. Regardless of how the Safeguard
ABM looked to critics in this country, to the Soviets it loomed as the
potential for a heavy defense of the US territory. It was a possible fore-
runner, together with our MIRVs and improvement of our missile ac-
curacies, of a threat of a US first strike capability. This has been their
driving strategic concern in SALT.
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SALT also has a definite political character for the Soviets. It marks, in
their view, a definitive achievement of equal status with the US. Be-
yond this symbolism SALT can be exploited, along with other politi-
cal developments in Europe to advance the Soviet effort to create a
more stable relationship with their Western adversaries at a time when
China is becoming their most urgent, intractable problem. Indeed, the
demonstration of a Superpower relationship exploitable against China,
was an underlying Soviet motive in the past negotiations, and is an in-
centive for keeping the dialogue alive in the future.

Indeed, the Soviets will now look to the second phase of SALT,
and in Moscow will probably want to explore at least timing and some
of their principal concerns.

—It is evident from their conduct of the negotiations that they in-
tend to make our forward bases a key issue. Brezhnev indicated this.
Though they set this aside in the May 20 understanding, they are free
to raise it in the next SALT phase.

—Moreover, since the offensive agreement is for five years, the So-
viets claim that it will have to be replaced with a permanent agreement
that will deal with the entire strategic equation. In their interpretation,
this means dealing with all weapons capable of striking the USSR (our
aircraft abroad and our carrier aircraft).

A second issue in the Soviet view is translating the implied strate-
gic stability of the SALT agreements into more political terms. Brezh-
nev has privately proposed a nuclear non-aggression treaty.11 Though not
directly related to the second phase of SALT, or proposed in that con-
text, it would appear that this will be a priority Soviet aim.

There are two Soviet motives in such an agreement:

—It could undermine NATO strategy and doctrine if the principal
Western nuclear power seemed committed to refrain from any use of
nuclear weapons.

—As designed by the Soviets, the agreement could be turned
against third countries (China) by implying a commitment to joint US-
Soviet action to prevent the use of nuclear weapons by third powers.

Brezhnev has not gone into detail on either the second phase of
SALT or the nuclear non-aggression treaty. But by raising our forward
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bases in the Moscow discussions and submitting a draft non-aggression
pact, it is clear that he will use the summit to explore new US commitments
that could prove highly disruptive to the Western Alliance and be ex-
ploited by the Soviets against China.

Your Position

We have consistently warned the Soviets that we will not deal be-
hind the backs of our Allies on strategic issues, nor bargain with their
weapons systems or our own commitments to the Alliance. Moreover,
we cannot accept the notion that our forward-based aircraft are “strate-
gic” while the large Soviet arsenal of intermediate-range missiles are
beyond the scope of SALT.

Yet it is inevitable that we will have to confront these questions.
Our objectives in the next phase of SALT, however, are quite different.

—The current agreements on offensive weapons limit numbers of
submarines and ICBMs, but qualitative improvements such as MIRV-
ing can proceed. Even though the large Soviet SS–9s are limited to 313,
in time the Soviets can develop the combination of MIRVs, accuracy
and warhead yields that will threaten our Minuteman ICBMs.

—With ABM systems now limited to low levels, we have no clear
options to protect our land-based systems, other than transferring mis-
sile launchers to sea.

—Our aim in the next phase of SALT, therefore, is to raise the ques-
tion of reductions of the most threatening offensive forces (the Soviet
SS–9s). This was part of our original comprehensive proposal and the
Soviets, early in SALT, acknowledged that reductions should be an
ultimate goal.

In addition, we have the question of a more permanent resolution of
the level of offensive forces in all systems.

—We have conceded in both ICBM and SLBM unequal numbers
in the Soviet favor; since we had no active offensive programs stop-
ping the current Soviet buildup was a key objective.

—Now, with some underlying stability created, we should deal
with the disparity in numbers.

—But in arriving at new, preferably equal ceilings our concern will
be to retain flexibility to build new submarines, especially if the threat
to our land-based missiles grows.

We also have to face the question of qualitative controls.

—Both sides agreed to lay aside controls on MIRVs in the initial
agreements. The Soviets had no interest in being frozen in a position
of inferiority, since their MIRV program lagged far behind ours. How-
ever, we also had diametrically opposing approaches to limitations.
Our analysis indicated that only by stopping all testing of MIRVs could
we have confidence in a ban. The Soviets proposed to stop production,
which we could not verify, but to allow testing to proceed.

—MIRVs thus may become a critical issue.
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Finally, there is the question of ABMs.

—With ABMs limited to two sites, there will be pressures in this
country for a total ban.

—The Soviets apparently will not give up their Moscow system in
any case, but might want to reduce our deployments to one site in the
follow-on talks. Judging from the remarks of their SALT delegation,
they do not consider the ABM question entirely settled.

In sum, we have an interest in trying to build on the current agree-
ments to establish some more permanent and viable limitations that re-
duce the threat of our forces. The Soviets may not share this interest. In-
deed, they may see the next phase as an opportunity for exploitation.

Your general position in Moscow should be

—to emphasize the importance of what has been accomplished al-
ready in terms of creating a more stable strategic balance and in terms
of contributing to a better political relationship;12

—to indicate that the tasks are not complete, and the second round
could be more important because we need to translate current gains
into more permanent arrangements;

—to leave open commitments to any particular substantive approach in
the next phase;

—to indicate that we will be examining the questions of the over-
all ceiling on offensive forces, and some reductions;13

—to suggest that for the time being ABMs are settled and the next
phase should concentrate on offensive limits.

As for the timing, we do not regard it as urgent, since both gov-
ernments need to ensure the ratification of the treaty and other agree-
ments, and to set up the mechanism for implementation.

—we contemplate the fall as the time for resuming negotiations;
—this permits time to consider new comprehensive plans;
—the confidential channels will be open however if the Soviets

wish to pursue SALT in the interim.14

Interpretations of the Current Agreements

Both of the current agreements provide the standard clause for
withdrawal if supreme interests are jeopardized. Such circumstances
of course, cannot be precisely defined in advance, but it is clear that if
the Soviets were now to embark on a concerted program that would jeopard-
ize the survivability of our strategic retaliatory forces, we would have to in-
voke this clause.

In Moscow, at an appropriate point in the private discussions you
may want to clarify our position so that the Soviets will be on notice;

May 13–May 31, 1972 895

12 The President highlighted this point.
13 The President highlighted this point.
14 The President highlighted the previous three points.

491-761/B428-S/60006

1240_A53-A56  10/31/06  12:02 PM  Page 895



moreover, our interpretation may play a role in the Congressional de-
bates on the treaty ratification.15

You might say:

—In reaching these agreements both sides expect to contribute to
strategic stability;

—If these expectations are not fulfilled and the threat to the strate-
gic retaliatory forces of the US substantially increases, you would con-
sider this jeopardizing our supreme interests;16

—In such a case, we could withdraw from the current agreements
under the supreme interests clause;

—You wanted this to be clearly understood, since this interpreta-
tion will be given to the Congress as the question arises during Con-
gressional hearings.17

15 The President highlighted this point.
16 The President highlighted the previous two points.
17 The President highlighted this point.

235. Paper Prepared by the National Security Council Staff1

Washington, undated.

VIETNAM

I. The Soviet Perception

The April conversations with Brezhnev in Moscow, subsequent de-
velopments in Paris, and the Soviet reactions to your May 8 decisions,
all provide considerable evidence on how they see their interests af-
fected by Vietnam and about the influence they have, or do not have,
in Hanoi. Their conduct in recent weeks has been ambivalent and con-
tradictory, reflecting the predicament that they have largely caused for
themselves.
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Moscow has played a generally irresponsible game on Indochina through-
out the years of the conflict. The Soviets clearly have seen Vietnam as a
tremendous drain on our resources and our attention. At relatively lit-
tle cost to them, they have helped to fuel a war that for years preoc-
cupied us while they could pursue their strategic buildup and global
influence.

The Soviets have supported Hanoi for other reasons over the past
seven years. They have been engaged in a contest with Peking to
reestablish Soviet credentials as the steadfast supporters of national lib-
eration. Brezhnev accused China of wanting to use Vietnam to disrupt
the Summit in Moscow, and he implied the Chinese had this kind of
influence in Hanoi. And to Moscow a Hanoi-dominated Indochina with
influence in Southeast Asia would be a counter to China in the Asian
power balance.

Yet, the Soviets almost from the start have also seen the potential
dangers of the Vietnam war. The war always carried the potential of
direct US-Soviet confrontation. And, short of that, there was the threat
that the conflict would dominate their relations with the US and be-
come linked to other issues. To preserve some of their own freedom of
action and limit the risks of confrontation, they may have preferred ne-
gotiated solutions as long as the outcome met Hanoi’s minimal terms
and held promise of an eventual takeover by Communist forces.2 They
have played an occasional marginal role in the negotiating process,
mostly on procedural issues and obviously never willing to really
squeeze their ally. At the same time, in order to compete with China
and to keep us tied down, the Soviets have provided arms that enabled
the North Vietnamese to continue the struggle and to escalate it.

There was always an inherent incompatibility in these Soviet ob-
jectives. Soviet attempts to play both sides of the issues finally brought
them to the crisis of the last month. They are dangling from the horns of
their self-made dilemma:

—On the one hand, the Soviets were acutely aware that the North
Vietnamese offensive might jeopardize the summit. Brezhnev’s letters
in April reflected this concern.3 Their request for me to come to Moscow
was an attempt to guarantee the summit by arranging new private talks
with Le Duc Tho.4 The North Vietnamese rejection of the suggestion
that I meet with Le Duc Tho in Moscow, however, was a rebuff to So-
viet intervention (in rather insolent language), and Brezhnev spent con-
siderable time with me trying to solve the procedural problems.
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—Brezhnev obviously hoped that the resumption of private meet-
ings would inhibit us from further action and have a correspondingly
debilitating effect on the GVN anti-communist fabric.

—The effort to move back onto a negotiating track was reinforced
by Brezhnev’s attempt to disclaim any responsibility for DRV war plan-
ning and to minimize the impact of Soviet supplies. He claimed that
they had never been asked to participate in planning DRV strategy 
and that Soviet supplies were limited in types of weapons.5 He offered
to show me a recent list of Soviet equipment, but then withheld the
document.

—The Soviet blame China for their dilemma. In private, Brezhnev
asserted that Chou En-lai visited Hanoi to call off the offensive before
your trip to China and then, afterward, returned to Hanoi to ensure
that the offensive would disrupt the Moscow summit. (This is remi-
niscent of Dobrynin’s claim last January that Chou En-lai, in effect,
broke up the private talks with Le Duc Tho last year.)6

—Brezhnev recommended—as a Soviet suggestion only—a stand-
still ceasefire as the most feasible, immediate solution. This was before
the North Vietnamese had captured Quang Tri, and the battle took a
turn for the worse for the GVN at the end of April and early May.

—As reported to you after the April trip,7 the Soviets did not com-
mit themselves to put pressures on Hanoi either for deescalation or a
final settlement. They did transmit our procedural proposal to resume
the plenaries and private talks and said they would also convey our
substantive approach at the secret meeting, i.e., deescalation and a re-
turn to the status quo ante March 30.

—On May 2, as you know, we met with complete stonewalling
from Le Duc Tho.8

The upshot of the meetings in Moscow and Paris strongly suggests
that the Soviet influence in Hanoi has been limited, or at least they
have been unwilling to apply full leverage to date. There is probably
some bitterness over the Soviet role, as the arrogant tone of Hanoi’s
April message to Brezhnev turning down a US–NVN meeting in
Moscow and Le Duc Tho on May 2 made clear. As for the timing of
the North Vietnamese offensive, Moscow clearly is not happy with it
and would not have wanted it to jeopardize the summit. However,
their massive supplies to Hanoi still makes them accountable.
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Reaction to the Mining

Your decisive actions of May 8, coupled in your speech9 with the
promising vistas for US-Soviet relations, have so far produced two
principal reactions from Moscow: restraint concerning our military
moves and an apparent willingness to get involved in the negotiating
process.

The background of Soviet frustration with Hanoi and profound
suspicion that China was exploiting Vietnam to destroy our relations
with Moscow, helped to shape the Soviet reaction to the mining.

As a result of the April conversations in Moscow, the Soviets were
on notice that we would not engage in fruitless discussions with Le
Duc Tho, but would move massively to protect our interests. I made
clear that if there were no progress at the May 2 meeting, you would
have to move decisively and also turn to the right for domestic sup-
port. At one point Brezhnev seemed to understand this and he did not
contest the principle that Great Powers must protect their interests.

Your letter to Brezhnev in the wake of the failure of the Paris talks
reinforced this point, and his reply,10 though more testy about accept-
ing any responsibility, indicated that Moscow’s first concern was the
effect on the summit.

When finally confronted with your actions of May 8 and the choice
you posed both in your speech and in your private letter to Brezhnev,
the Politburo faced an agonizing decision. By accepting me in Moscow
and publicizing the fact, and by continuing the dialogue with you on
the summit and Vietnam, Brezhnev reinforced his personal commit-
ment to a successful meeting. As he said in Moscow in April, only
China would gain from a failure of the Moscow meetings. Moreover,
the turn of events in Bonn—with the treaty ratification suspended—
must have added weight to the arguments for a restrained Soviet 
reaction.

The Soviets had to make a basic choice between preserving at least
some semblance of a great power relationship with us, or sacrificing
their Western policy to secure their position in Hanoi. They must have
been greatly concerned that, given the effect of the mining and the con-
sequent dependence on China for rail access, their position in Hanoi
would be gradually undermined in any case.

As of now the Soviets have chosen to give priority to their West-
ern policy. They have accepted certain humiliations: refusal to chal-
lenge our mining by military means, refusal to take the initiative in
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postponing or cancelling your visit, and refusal to give Hanoi a clear
commitment to maintain their supplies.

Moreover, after an ambiguous history in the negotiations, Moscow
has now apparently been prompted by the threats posed by the North
Vietnamese offensive and your mining decisions to take a more active
diplomatic role.

Since your May 8 speech, the scenario has been as follows:
—Concerning our military actions, you are familiar with the rela-

tively restrained TASS statements;11 the Patolichev meeting; the ongo-
ing technical and substantive preparations for the summit; and the pri-
vate messages which, though tougher, have not laid your visit on the
line.

—Their May 11 and 12 private notes,12 however, could have certain
ominous implications. While leaving the summit on, they reserve the
option to disrupt it and US-Soviet relations generally. Both communi-
cations carry the implication that the test to be applied by Moscow is
not only whether we attack Soviet ships in Haiphong but whether we
somehow guarantee Soviet ships safe passage into and out of the port.
They can pick their time on this second test, and it will most probably
not be before your trip. They could press you hard on this in Moscow,
however.13

—Our private responses have been that our orders are to prevent
attacks against Soviet vessels and we will do our best to avoid dam-
age to them. We have also pledged not to attack Hanoi or its vicinity
during your visit abroad. However, major North Vietnamese escala-
tion during this period would be viewed with the “utmost gravity.”

—Concerning the negotiations, the Soviet May 14 note proposing the
unconditional resumption of plenary sessions in early June and paral-
lel private talks,14 puts Moscow into the negotiating process. They
claimed not to have talked to Hanoi on this ploy, but this seems doubt-
ful since Xuan Thuy was in Moscow on May 13 and Le Duc Tho a cou-
ple of days earlier in Paris said the North Vietnamese were willing to
resume public and private talks.15

—Our May 15 response stressed the need for a private meeting first
(we proposed May 21) to make sure there would be progress before
agreeing to resumption of the plenaries. We suggested a public announce-
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ment after the meeting to meet the Soviet need for public evidence of
US–DRV negotiations prior to your own talks with the Soviet leaders.16

The current situation could change, of course, and the Soviets may
see developments on the battlefield as weakening your position in
Moscow. But on balance one must conclude that the Soviets in their re-
action have put themselves in a weaker position by clearly signaling
that Western policy is predominant and inserting themselves into the
negotiating exchanges.

One brief note as regards the DRV perception. If the battle in the
South proceeds inconclusively for the next three weeks, as it has thus
far, then Hanoi will perceive your visit to Moscow as a severe politi-
cal and psychological setback and very difficult to explain to the DRV
people and cadre. Assuming no further Soviet or PRC measures to
counter the actions you have taken, and taking into account the less
than fully supportive official statements they have made thus far in re-
sponse to Hanoi’s May 11 appeal to its allies to “act resolutely,” the fact
of your visit could severely exacerbate already existing fears in Hanoi
that DRV interests will be compromised by great power collusion.

II. Issues and Talking Points

A. Basic Approach

The Soviet line is likely to be acrimonious:
—They will have to protest bitterly against the mining and the

dangers to Soviet life and ships. Although their chief concern is that
bombing will result in Soviet casualties, they may also press the sug-
gestion of our escorting Soviet ships through the mine fields.17

—They will strongly urge you—if not squeeze you—to lift the min-
ing, without any concessions, perhaps with a vague indication that
Hanoi might then negotiate your terms of May 8. Brezhnev has argued
we did not give the private talks a chance.

—Brezhnev may also bear down on his idea of a simple ceasefire
as the best approach—it should look more appealing to him on the
ground now than in late April, but the mines in Haiphong obviously
complicate the issue.

Your basic strategy is to keep Moscow enmeshed in the Vietnam problem
by giving the impression that your actions are all but uncontrollable unless
the war is brought to an early and honorable end. A measured approach
would only lead the Soviet leaders to believe that they can continue
their unhelpful course and still enjoy non-Vietnam fruits. You must
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convince them that you will see this crisis through, with determination
on the military front and flexibility on the negotiating front.

Thus, your essential objectives are:
—Persuade the Soviet leadership that you are determined to keep

the military pressures on until your May 8 conditions are met.
—Thereby engage Moscow—because of its concern over its other,

broader interests—in helping to bring about a settlement.
—Specifically, to engender Soviet help in the separation of mili-

tary issues (i.e. ceasefire, withdrawal, POWs) from political questions;
and failing that, in finding a political solution within the framework
of our January proposals (i.e. no overthrow of Thieu but rather a com-
petitive process).18

—In short, to interweave the themes that: (1) you will not be de-
terred from your course until the conflict is ended, (2) you are willing
to do business with Moscow on a wide range of issues, and (3) the ma-
jor threat to these promising bilateral prospects is the war that contin-
ues only because of the unreasonable demands of their ally.

Your position with regard to negotiations will have to be tailored
to whether there is a May 21 secret meeting in Paris and what tran-
spires at it. In any event, you should convey the following:

—Your position of May 8 is firm and you are determined to per-
severe in this course.

—As for the Soviet role, we hope they can work for a positive res-
olution of the Vietnam problem, preferably by settling military issues
alone, or alternatively with a reasonable political solution.

—Great Powers must move decisively when their interests are
challenged, and the Soviets apparently have understood this.

—The Soviet Union must assume a responsibility, whenever they
supply massive armaments, and they must be prepared to deal with
the consequences when they fail to exercise such responsibility.19

—You could have easily linked Vietnam to all aspects of Soviet-
American relations, and there is no doubt that the failure to achieve an
honorable settlement clouds our relations with the USSR.

—But you have not sacrificed Soviet-American relations and the
prospects for a new era, and the fact that you are in Moscow indicates
the Soviets have analyzed the situation in the same way.20
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—The most productive course is to move on to those areas of con-
tinuing interest to Soviet-American relations because our course in Viet-
nam is set.

—The North Vietnamese offensive has clearly served to threaten the
interests of major powers over issues that can no longer concern them.

—We should not let another small country—whose own legitimate
interests can be met if it would leave something to history—destroy all
the progress in US–Soviet relations that we have made and can make.

B. Specific Aspects

The Soviets are certain to raise the specific question of mining and
will have explicit views of their own. On other Indochina issues they
will likely be more general and simply echo support for the DRV ne-
gotiating position. For the purposes of this paper, therefore, except in
the case of the mining, we outline the DRV position on specific nego-
tiating issues rather than the Soviet.

1. The Interdiction of the Flow of Supplies to the DRV, Including the
Mining of DRV Ports

a. Legality
Soviet Position: They will certainly attack the mining of the ap-

proaches to DRV ports as illegal, jeopardizing freedom of navigation
and the high seas and endangering the security of Soviet and other
vessels navigating on the shores of the DRV. They will insist that it be
lifted without condition, and point to the dangerous consequences.

U.S. Position: The mining in which we have engaged is not illegal
and none of the actions we have taken are designed to restrict freedom
of navigation on the high seas. You will want to make the following
points:

—Mining is not illegal and both sides have previously used it in
the present conflict.

—The actions you have taken are entirely within the internal or
territorial waters of North Vietnam. Their purpose is to interdict the
delivery of supplies within such waters and you intend to take actions
to prevent the landing of cargo.

—These actions were not directed against any third country nor
have they in any way been designed to impede freedom of navigation
on the high seas.

—There is no intention to threaten the security of foreign vessels
and they were given ample time to vacate DRV ports before activation
of the mines; they now leave or enter DRV ports at their own risk.

b. Interference with Civilian Cargoes, Foodstuffs, Medicines, etc.
Soviet Position: The Soviets argue that our measures deprive the

DRV of the opportunity to receive aid for its people, foodstuffs and
other supplies for its peaceful population.

May 13–May 31, 1972 903

491-761/B428-S/60006

1240_A53-A56  10/31/06  12:02 PM  Page 903



U.S. Position: There is no way to differentiate between various
types of cargo without taking measures interfering with third country
shipping beyond North Vietnam’s claimed territorial waters. Your talk-
ing points on this issue are:

—There was no other way of interdicting the delivery of supplies
without taking measures interfering with third country shipping be-
yond North Vietnam’s claimed territorial waters.

—Our purpose is not to subjugate or starve the DRV people but
to stop the flow of military supplies and products essential to the pur-
suit of their aggression such as petroleum. Hanoi imported 390,000 tons
of POL in 1971 and an estimated 152,000 tons in the first quarter of
1972, a jump of 50% from the 1971 rate.)

—If these actions bring some suffering to the DRV people, this
flows directly as a consequence of the suffering they have chosen to
inflict on South Vietnam. Since the beginning of their current invasion
alone, they have caused more than 20,000 civilian casualties, rendered
700,000 people homeless and begun the systematic execution of GVN
officials in areas temporarily under their control.

—All this hardship could end if Hanoi were to accept our rea-
sonable peace terms.

2. Negotiations (Subject to modification if there is a May 21, 1972 
secret meeting in Paris.)

a. Cessation of Current U.S. Actions Against the DRV
DRV Position: These actions must stop immediately and uncondi-

tionally. They are in violation of the 1954 Geneva Accords and the U.S.
pledge in 1968 to unconditionally stop all acts of war against the DRV.

U.S. Position: When we stopped the bombing in 1968 it was made
repeatedly and unmistakably clear to the DRV that in order for the
bombing halt to continue, the following circumstances would have to
obtain: (a) complete respect for the DMZ; (b) no rocket or shelling at-
tacks against major South Vietnamese cities and (c) prompt and pro-
ductive negotiations to include participation of the Republic of Viet-
nam. Our response to their invasion has been in self-defense against
their violation of these understandings and the 1954 Accords.21 Your
talking points are:

—You do not want to get into a sterile debate about circumstances
leading to the current situation, except to say that their invasion is a
flagrant violation of the Geneva Accords and the 1968 understandings
and we are responding to that situation.22
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—In view of their role as an occasional intermediary at that time,
Soviet diplomats themselves can attest that the DRV understood per-
fectly well under what circumstances the 1968 bombing halt would
continue.

—The actions you have ordered against the DRV will cease once
all American prisoners of war held throughout Indochina are returned
and an internationally supervised Indochina-wide ceasefire has begun.

b. Withdrawals
DRV Position: The U.S. must unconditionally set a specific termi-

nal date for the withdrawal of all U.S. and allied troops, advisors, mil-
itary personnel, weapons and war materials and those of other coun-
tries allied with the U.S. and dismantle all U.S. bases.

U.S. Position: The U.S. is prepared to withdraw all of its remain-
ing forces in South Vietnam within four months from the implemen-
tation of an Indochina-wide ceasefire and the return of all U.S. pris-
oners. Your talking points are:

—We are prepared to withdraw our forces from South Vietnam
and cease all acts of force throughout Indochina four months from the
implementation of an Indochina-wide ceasefire and the return of all
U.S. prisoners.

—We will not retain any U.S. or allied bases, but we will not dis-
mantle any GVN basis.

—[The Soviets could conceivably raise the question of U.S. forces
stationed outside of South Vietnam, e.g. Thailand and the 7th Fleet. We
wish to retain maximum flexibility here for the purposes of keeping a
retaliatory capability against ceasefire violations and because some of
these forces serve a dual purpose related to our general force posture
in Asia and other commitments there as well. If asked about this mat-
ter, your talking points would be:]23

—We will not negotiate with Hanoi about our forces stationed out-
side South Vietnam. Obviously the activities of such forces against
Communist military activities in Indochina will be halted as part of an
internationally supervised ceasefire.

—Some of these forces could eventually be withdrawn once ef-
fective and viable guarantees have been established to ensure the sta-
tus of Indochina.

c. Internal South Vietnamese Political Matters
DRV Position: The DRV demands as a precondition for talks with

the Saigon administration (a) the resignation of President Thieu, (b) a
change in Saigon’s “war-like” policy, (c) setting free those persons ar-
rested on “political” grounds, (d) disbanding Saigon’s machine of “op-
pression and constraint,” (e) an end to pacification, and (f) disbanding
of “concentration camps.”24
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After this has been accomplished, and before there is an end to the
fighting, the Provisional Revolutionary Government will immediately
discuss with the Saigon administration the formation of three segment
government of National Concord to organize elections, elect a Con-
stituent Assembly, work out a Constitution and set up a definitive gov-
ernment of South Vietnam.25

U.S. Position: Given the other side’s unreasonable political de-
mands we believe a military settlement alone is the most practical
course now. This would leave political matters to the Vietnamese them-
selves. As for the political issues, we believe in a solution which re-
flects the true balance of indigenous political forces in South Vietnam
and our January 25 proposal was designed to provide the basis for
achieving this. We are prepared to listen to reasonable counterpropos-
als and will abide by any outcome of any political process agreed to
by the GVN and other Vietnamese. We will not accept the dismem-
berment of the present GVN led by Thieu as a precondition of such
discussions. Your talking points are:

—The DRV/PRG position poses unacceptable demands by insist-
ing on the dismemberment of the present GVN as a precondition for
talks leading to the settlement of internal political problems.

—In effect, the other side is asking that the organized anti-
Communist structure be dismantled and the PRG be left as the only
organized political force before internal political talks have begun or
there is a ceasefire.

—We will not accept these preconditions; but we are prepared to
listen to constructive counterproposals and we will abide by and en-
dorse any political arrangement the GVN and PRG can work out be-
tween themselves.

—We believe the most rapid way to end the war is to settle mili-
tary issues alone and leave the political questions to the Vietnamese
themselves.

d. Foreign Policy
DRV Position: South Vietnam, Cambodia and Laos should be neu-

tral. [They exclude the DRV itself from this prescription.]
U.S. Position: All countries of Indochina should adopt a foreign

policy consistent with the military provisions of the 1954 Geneva Ac-
cords. Your talking points:

—Once the fighting is settled, we are prepared to see a nonaligned
Indochina. We are prepared to discuss these concepts concretely, e.g.,
no foreign bases or troops or alliances.
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—This could include great power involvement. We could provide
guarantees for whatever accords are reached including noninterfer-
ence, and international supervision and restraint or limitation on arms
shipments and resupply.

e. International Supervision and Guarantees
DRV Position: The DRV position simply states that there should be

international supervision without further qualification. It also states
that there should be an international guarantee for the fundamental
national rights of the Indochinese peoples, the neutrality of South Viet-
nam, Laos and Cambodia, and lasting peace in the area. It is quite ev-
ident, however, both from the sequence of the DRV’s negotiating points
and its rather deeply entrenched view that the war must in the first in-
stance be settled between the parties directly involved in the conflict,
that they do not visualize a strong external supervisory or guarantee
mechanism. Their clearly preferred course is to simply accomplish their
objectives, perhaps then allowing an international body to exercise per-
functory supervisory and guarantee functions.

U.S. Position: Our position is that there should be international
guarantees of the military aspects of whatever agreement is reached,
including the cease-fire and its provisions, the release of prisoners of
war, the withdrawal of outside forces from Indochina and the im-
plementation of the principle that all armed forces of the countries 
of Indochina must remain within their national frontiers. We also 
take the position that there will be an international guarantee for the
status of all the countries in Indochina and we are prepared to par-
ticipate in an international conference for this and other appropriate
purposes.

The Soviets may raise the question of an international conference
since, as Co-Chairman of the Geneva Conference, they have been 
approached by the UK, the other Co-Chairman, on this subject. It 
is doubtful at this stage that any useful purpose could be served by
pressing for an international conference since the DRV is so likely to
reject the concept at least until we are much closer to a settlement.
They have been consistent in their insistence that the war must be
settled directly with us. Moreover, until the DRV demonstrates to us
that it has something positive and concrete to offer, agreement with
the Soviets to hold a broader conference would simply open the
prospect of another inconclusive negotiating forum. Your talking points
are:

—We will insist on international supervision of any military set-
tlement, particularly the cease-fire provisions and the return of POW’s.
We believe that in the first instance ceasefire modalities must be ne-
gotiated directly with the DRV, leaving the international aspects for
later resolution.
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—As regards a reconvening of the Geneva Conference, we are 
not opposed in principle but do not believe it would serve any useful
purpose at this time and doubt the DRV would agree to one at this
juncture.

—Eventually, we would favor a conference of this type to arrange
for international guarantees for the status of Indochina.

236. Paper Prepared by the National Security Council Staff1

Washington, undated.

CHINA

I. The Soviet Perspective

The Chinese spectre and your initiative toward the PRC haunt
Moscow and its foreign policy. Such elements as the USSR’s European
moves, its bilateral relations with us, and its attitude toward Indochina
are inextricably bound up with the bitter Sino-Soviet rivalry. Thus, a
brief look at this feud is in order.

The Sino-Soviet Dispute. Moscow’s dispute with Peking began over
differing ideological interpretations of Marxist-Leninist dogma. The ma-
jor issues have included:

—whether there could be “different roads to Socialism” (the Chi-
nese position) or only a single road through Moscow (the Russian 
position);

—whether there had to be revolutionary bloodshed in achieving
the “victory of socialism” (the Chinese position) or a “peaceful transi-
tion” (the Russian position); and

—whether there could be relatively peaceful state-to-state relations
with the “imperialists,” particularly the U.S., pending the “victory of
socialism.” (The Russians said there could be, while, ironically, the orig-
inal Chinese stand on relations with the U.S. was that a “firm line must
be drawn between the enemy and ourselves.”)

This ideological dispute turned into something far more complex,
and with distinct nationalistic overtones, when Khrushchev attempted
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to force the Chinese back onto the “correct” Soviet ideological line by
imposing sanctions. In 1959 he tore up an agreement on Soviet help to
China in developing nuclear weapons; in 1960 he withdrew all Soviet
technical advisers from China and abrogated all Soviet economic aid
agreements. The Chinese, as you know, neither forgot nor forgave.

Infusing the other elements in the dispute have been the personal
antipathies between the top Soviet leaders and Mao Tse-tung.
Khrushchev greatly offended Mao in February 1956 by denigrating
Stalin without informing Mao first; the latter regarded himself as be-
ing more senior in the Communist movement than Khrushchev, and
as someone who certainly should have been consulted on such a ma-
jor move.2 Khrushchev’s 1959 and 1960 termination of aid, noted above,
deepened the personal split. The intense Sino-Soviet polemic which de-
veloped in 1963 following the Partial Test Ban Treaty had many ele-
ments of a personal Khrushchev–Mao Tse-tung diatribe.

The replacement of Khrushchev in 1964 by the present Soviet lead-
ership brought no change in Peking’s attitude. After waiting a while to
see what would happen, the Chinese (probably Mao in particular) took
the line that these leaders were actually worse than Khrushchev in terms
of ideological deviationism although they were much more clever.3

From 1963 to the end of the Cultural Revolution in 1968 the Chi-
nese set out to undermine Soviet pretensions to leadership of the world
Communist movement by supporting anti-Soviet factions, leaders, and
splinter parties everywhere. In addition, they challenged the Soviets for
influence in many non-Communist areas of the world, e.g., in the Mid-
dle East and Africa. Sino-Soviet rivalry literally extended worldwide.

As China went through the Cultural Revolution period, the atten-
tion of its leaders shifted away somewhat from the dispute with the USSR
towards internal political matters. Just as China was emerging from the
Cultural Revolution, however, the Soviets invaded Czechoslovakia,
bringing about a renewed Chinese ideological onslaught on Moscow. The
Chinese saw in the Soviet moves against a deviationist state to restore it
to orthodoxy the makings of a dress rehearsal. The Soviets were no longer
merely “modern revisionists” in Chinese eyes; they also became “social
imperialists” and the “new Tsars”—people who were certainly no better
than the “imperialists,” and perhaps a whole lot worse.4
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Other major developments also stemmed from the Soviet invasion
of Czechoslovakia: the heating up of the Sino-Soviet border dispute,5

including outright military clashes; and the subsequent Chinese indi-
cations of receptivity to improved Sino-US relations.

These developments clearly weigh very heavily on the Soviet 
leaders. There has been an extensive Soviet military build-up in Mon-
golia and on the Sino-Soviet frontier. Since 1965 they have tripled their
ground forces opposite China and the build-up is continuing. The pat-
tern suggests that they intend eventually to have 42 to 48 divisions and
close to 1,100 aircraft opposite China, or some 700,000 troops. Moscow
may have even contemplated a surgical strike against Chinese nuclear
centers in the fall of 1969. And, Soviet paranoia over the possibility of
Sino-US “collusion” constantly has been very much in evidence.

It is therefore evident that the Soviets believe they have an in-
tractable, long-term problem in dealing with China, an ideological
quarrel, a competition for influence in various parts of the world, and
a nationalistic territorial dispute with distinct military overtones. The
possibility of US-Chinese collaboration against the USSR makes the
problem all the more serious. Emotionalism regarding China runs very
high privately in Moscow; the Soviets might be said to have something
of a “yellow peril” psychosis.6

Moscow’s present course for handling China is to try to cool the
most pressing source of tension, the border dispute, and to wait for the
death of Mao Tse-tung. The Soviet theory is that there are many Chi-
nese who would favor a rapprochement with the USSR but are terror-
ized by Mao.7 Once Mao dies, the theory goes, these people can come
into positions of authority and bring about a favorable change in Chi-
nese policy. In the meantime, great tension remains and the chances of
the U.S. in some way trying to capitalize on developments cannot be
discounted.

(Incidentally, the Soviet role, if any, remains obscure in the alleged
plot against Mao by his former heir-apparent Lin Piao.8 The fact that
the aircraft carrying the fleeing plotters out of China was headed for
the USSR, inevitably injected the USSR into this obscure episode. But
there is no evidence either way that Moscow was actually involved in
the plot.)

Thus, in agreeing to and carrying through with the Moscow meet-
ing with you, the Soviets are in part seeking to assure themselves that
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we are not trying to take advantage of the Sino-Soviet dispute for anti-
Soviet purposes. They are also clearly anxious to try to isolate China.
(This is reflected as well in their support of India, their budding flir-
tation with Japan, their heavy arming of North Vietnam.)9 The Russ-
ian leaders also want to show the world and us that it is in Moscow,
not Peking, that one reaches concrete bilateral agreements and trans-
acts major substantive business. And they have continually sought—
and will seek in Moscow—to engage us in agreements that have an
anti-Chinese coloration. This lay behind their attempt to negotiate an
agreement against unprovoked attacks from third countries and is one
of their motives in pushing a nuclear nonaggression pact now.

We, in turn, have successfully countered this ploy by refusing
agreements that could be aimed at third countries, keeping the Chi-
nese fully informed, and promising them equal treatment.

Our Opening with China. Against this background of the Sino-
Soviet dispute, many experts, in the government and outside, warned
us that a dramatic move toward China would jeopardize our relations
with Russia. To date, just the opposite has happened, thanks in part to
our meticulous handling of the triangular relationship.

In the first half of your Administration, while we were taking lim-
ited steps toward the PRC in our public rhetoric and trade/travel reg-
ulations, our relations with Moscow fluctuated. There was general
progress until the summer of 1970, and then we went through the
crunchy phase—the violations of the Mideast ceasefire, the Jordanian
crisis, Cienfuegos, some Berlin harassments, and Soviet attempts at dif-
ferentiated détente in Europe. Our firm responses, the choices you
posed to Moscow in your United Nations speech10 and elsewhere, and
your private initiatives with Brezhnev at the beginning of 1971 began
to move us ahead. We began to shape a possible summit and there was
the May 20 breakthrough on SALT (which came a month after Chou
invited our table tennis team to the PRC).11

The July 15, 1971 announcement of your trip to Peking, rather than
setting back this gathering momentum with Moscow, had instead a very
positive and rapid impact. In short order, we achieved a Berlin accord,
agreements on accidental war/hot line, the productive Gromyko visit
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here, and the October announcement of the Moscow summit.12 Ever
since then, the South Asian crisis notwithstanding, our various ne-
gotiations with Moscow have moved forward in parallel with the
preparations and execution of your trip to the PRC.

Clearly, the Soviets have been motivated by the potential threat of
a US–PRC partnership against them. We, in turn, have trod a careful
line: reassurance that we were not out to inflame Sino-Soviet relations,
that we would not practice collusion, that we wanted better relations
with both communist giants—but not overwhelming reassurance, and
the steady broadening of our contacts with the Chinese. Our aim has
been not to provoke the Russians and to reflect the objective situation
that we have much more business to do with Moscow in the near term
than in Peking. On the other hand, our actions speak for themselves.

II. Issues and Talking Points

A. The Soviet Position

Brezhnev may not raise China directly, but on the basis of his pre-
vious remarks and positions, he is bound to be preoccupied with the
question.

—For example, when I started to respond to his remarks about
your visit to the PRC, he waved me off, claiming that he did not want
to discuss China.13 However, he kept coming back to the subject in one
way or another, especially in connection with Vietnam. And he finally
talked openly about your visit and his feelings about the Chinese.

—His chief concern is over the implications of US-Chinese rap-
proachment on the Soviet power position. Though Brezhnev did not
refer to secret agreements, the Soviet leaders apparently suspect that
there must have been a bargain struck in Peking. He was told that mil-
itary matters were not discussed, but he probably was not reassured.14

—Indeed, he finally mentioned your remarks in Shanghai to the
effect that we and the Chinese hold the future of the world in our hands.
He said this was not the crux of the matter, that peace should be our
aim, etc. But his other comments made clear his meaning: he is con-
cerned about collusion or, as the Soviets say, “combinations” against
them. He stressed that China was intent on disrupting the Summit, and
that only China would benefit from a failure of your meetings in
Moscow.15
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—His attitude was that events would reveal the meaning of your
trip to Peking. This was almost exactly what he said in his letter to you
September 7 and he repeated it almost verbatim in his speech of March
20. His view has been that the outcome of his meetings with you would
be the criterion for judging our China policy.

Thus, despite the complications over Vietnam, Brezhnev almost
certainly regards this summit encounter as the opportunity to demon-
strate a closer, more substantively-grounded relationship with the US
than Peking can command.16 This is why the Soviets have been so anx-
ious to line up so many bilateral agreements as well as statement of
principles in our relations at the Summit.

He will be seeking both information about your policies toward
Peking, perhaps some highlights of your talks there, and some signs
of reassurance that we are not colluding with Mao against him.17 On
this latter point, whatever you say in the private talks, you can be fairly
certain that Brezhnev will exploit it inside the Politburo, where he may
be under some pressures for his alleged mishandling of the triangular
relationship. Moreover, we have to assume that the Soviets might leak
distorted versions of your remarks and the discussions.

A word about atmospherics. With some exasperation Brezhnev ex-
claimed that understanding the Chinese was beyond his “European
mind.” Racism, of course, is a strong element of the Sino-Soviet dis-
pute. Brezhnev claimed the Chinese planned to shoot him, hang Kosy-
gin, and boil Mikoyan alive.18 And the Russians are a match for the
Chinese in chauvinistic arrogance and pride. During your visit they
will pull out all stops to contrast Western culture with the Oriental.
(They will certainly relish the inevitable comparisons between the Bol-
shoi’s “Swan Lake” and the “Red Detachment of Women.”)

In sum, your policies and trip have put enormous pressure on the Sovi-
ets, and on Brezhnev personally, and in this regard you have an edge on him.

B. Your Position

After the visit is well-launched, and the Soviets have a feel for the
outcome of the talks, you might volunteer your views on China pol-
icy, preferably in strict privacy to Brezhnev.

Your objective should be to make clear that we have important con-
cerns both in Moscow and Peking which we intend to pursue. Neither
country will be allowed to dictate our policy toward the other. You
should not to go any great lengths to reassure Brezhnev, though he will
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try to elicit that. Rather, you should emphasize the importance of your
PRC visit in establishing contact at the highest levels and initiating a
dialogue. And you should state that this in no way need distract us
from the major substantive business in US–USSR relations.19

You could stress the following points:

—The long term prospects for world peace obviously require con-
tacts among the great powers, particularly the nuclear powers. This
meant that at some point the US and China would have to begin talk-
ing, lest there be a confrontation.

—Your trip to Peking was a result of certain unique circumstances.
China was emerging from self-imposed isolation and resuming an ac-
tive foreign policy. You were the only President in recent times in a po-
litical position to make the necessary changes in US policy.

—Given the 20-year gap in communications, a new dialogue with
Peking could be launched only at the highest levels.

—You are well aware that there is considerable speculation—al-
most entirely unfounded—about what happened during your visit. The
fact is that the substance was accurately reflected in the final commu-
niqué. Military matters, for example, were not touched on. On many
issues there was profound disagreement which neither side attempted
to hide.

—The overall results were constructive. Contacts have been es-
tablished and a dialogue is proceeding.

—We do not intend to allow our relations with China to dictate
our relations with other countries, including the Soviet Union.

—As Brezhnev knows better than you, we could not bring pres-
sures to bear on the USSR even if we wanted to. In any event, it is
clearly in our interest not to try.20

—Now, and for the near term, the major concrete negotiations are
between Moscow and us. We recognize that world peace today de-
pends heavily on US-Soviet relations. We do not see our opening with
China as incompatible with these objectives.

—Over the long term, you think that the Soviet leaders, despite
their problems with China, will see that a positive US-Chinese rela-
tionship is in the interest of a more peaceful world order, and, there-
fore, in Moscow’s interest as well.21
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[—If asked about what the Chinese told you about the USSR, you
should probably limit yourself to saying that:

• The Chinese view of recent history obviously differs from the
Soviet view.

• The Chinese profess their willingness to be reasonable on Sino-
Soviet issues if Moscow shows a reciprocal attitude.]22

22 Brackets in the source text. The President underlined the two bulleted sentences.

237. Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between President
Nixon and his Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)1

May 17, 1972, 9:52 a.m.

P: Hello.
K: Mr. President.
P: Hi Henry, how are you?
K: I’m fine.
P: Been plowing through these books.2 My God you gave me

enough work for two months here. 
K: Well I thought I’d . . . we’d make them a little full.
P: Yeah. No, no, it’s an excellent job. 
K: To give you the flavor of it because contrary to the Chinese, as

you discerned yourself when you read the conversations, this fellow
[Brezhnev] isn’t really a very conceptual guy so he will be learning a
lot of positions.

P: That’s right. 
K: And he won’t necessarily know where he’s going in the way

Chou En-lai did.
P: Right, right. I understand. 
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K: So where the Chou En-lai meetings were very philosophical
here I thought you needed to know . . . you don’t have to touch on it,
just if he raises an issue so that you have a feel for some of the details.

P: Sure, sure. Incidentally, one small thing I wanted to mention.
Be sure you warn Gromyko and obviously Brezhnev that they’ve got
to be very careful not to talk about the special channel where Rogers
is involved. 

K: Right.
P: See what I mean? Because then we’d have to explain what the

hell it is to him. 
K: I think they understand it but I’ll make absolutely sure.
P: You can see why. 
K: Oh yeah.
P: So when you talk to Dobrynin, you just say now look . . . talk

about the communication that Brezhnev and I have but let’s not be 
. . . let’s just be, you know, it’s just one of those things. Somebody might
drop a hint with regard to “we’ll do this in the special channel” and
then Rogers will want to know what the hell it is and we just can’t get
this thing involved in that. We’re coming along. Well, you getting all
prepared for yourself. 

K: Oh yes, I saw the Chinese yesterday and gave them a rundown
of what was . . .3

P: Oh did you. Good. 
K: And on your behalf went through the thing. And we will send

them a letter later this week just before we go;4 I didn’t want them to
have it so they could show it around just before you’re in Moscow.

P: Right, right. Well that’s good; that’s good. They’re probably ap-
preciative . . . 

K: Oh very much.
P: Yeah, yeah. 
K: They were mumbling around about Vietnam, just repeating

their formal governmental statement.
P: Yeah. But you mumbled back I presume. 
K: Oh yeah. I just said . . . they didn’t say . . . even mention 

mining as such. They were just talking about American military 
activities.

916 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV

3 Information regarding Kissinger’s May 16 meeting with China’s UN Ambassador
Huang Hua in New York is in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, vol. XVII, China, 1969–1972,
Document 227.

4 No copy of this letter has been found.

491-761/B428-S/60006

1240_A57-A61  10/31/06  12:03 PM  Page 916



P: Yeah. Well anyway, one thing we can be sure of Henry—there’s
no decision that’s been made in the post-War period that’s been more
difficult or more necessary. 

K: And more courageous.
P: Yeah. But we had to do it. 
K: Because now it all looks, you know, as if we can have the best

of all worlds, but the fact is we did this . . . you did this . . . assuming
that the summit would be cancelled. For all you knew it would ruin
any chance of reelection and you were doing it for the sake of the Pres-
idency.

P: Well anyway . . . 
K: Against total domestic opposition.
P: You know I think perhaps the major by-product of this is . . .

well there are two or three. One, the morale of our own country, I mean
the fact that you know by two to one people approve it—you know,
they’re a little proud again. 

K: That’s right.
P: And second, the morale of the South Vietnamese. I think their

morale is stepping up some, don’t you think so? 
K: Absolutely.
[Omitted here is discussion of the military situation in Vietnam.] 
K: But we’ve got all the negotiations in good shape now Mr. Pres-

ident; I mean they’re all concluded except the maritime agreement.
Smith is unbelievable on SALT, incredible.

P: Yeah? 
K: After screaming about 62 boats, he wasn’t satisfied with ac-

cepting the Brezhnev formula; he’s now come up with one of his own,
that would enable the Russians to get up to 70 boats.

P: Jesus Christ. 
K: For mere self-will, just to have proved another gimmick.
P: Well, just pin it down. 
K: Well, we’ve pulled it back. He’d already offered it to the Rus-

sians; now of course the Russians like his offer better than theirs. Why
not! Well, I’m going to get it pulled back, but it’s an absurdity. But I
think we’ll have that done by Sunday.

P: And so you’re still planning the little trip from Salzburg. 
K: Well, I haven’t had an answer yet. I think the chances are 50–50

that it won’t come off. But then we can say we offered it.
P: Oh sure, sure. Well the point is we say we offered that and that

we . . . doing anything else with the Russians before we go. We’re not
going to agree to any damned plenary session though. 
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K: No, I think Mr. President, I’ve just rewritten one of the pages
on Vietnam. The strategy with Brezhnev has to be the only way we
will get them involved is not by protesting our good faith but by telling
them one way or the other we are not going to end it.

P: Yeah. 
K: By giving them the sense . . .
P: Oh hell, I’m not going to protest good faith you know. That’s

the wrong way to do it. 
K: The only interest the Russians have is the feeling that they will

be confronted with one miserable choice after another for nothing.
P: Right. 
K: If they get that sense then they’ll settle.
P: Right, right. If you keep talking about withdrawal and we’re

ready to negotiate and withdraw . . . 
K: That we can throw in too, but the major thing . . . the first thing

to establish and this is where you were so wise when I was there in
making me take that hard line, is to make clear that we are utterly de-
termined, and by this time they believe things you say, threats you
make. Then you can give them flexible possibilities. Another thing
that’s come up is that apparently State is again talking to the Russians
and the Germans about signing the Berlin agreement while we are in
Moscow. And I just think that’s a mistake.

P: Just . . . sit . . . and we’ll put out a . . . 
K: I’ll take care of it.
P: Just say that from me, I do not want any agreements . . . I don’t

want anything done except by ourselves, I don’t want anybody else
there. 

K: Yeah, well the present plan is for Rogers and Gromyko to come
back to Berlin, but it would . . . I don’t see why we should do that. We
can do it later. Of course the treaties may not pass in time. There’s an-
other chance now to pull another little wrinkle which we’ve discov-
ered which is that the German upper house we thought it had auto-
matically to vote on it on Friday but we found that if there’s one
German state that wishes a delay in the debate they can delay it. So
now we’re looking around whether we can find a state that can ask for
a delay without our getting caught at it. Because that’s the best insur-
ance you have for good Soviet behavior.

P: You will come with Dobrynin tonight after the dinner with
Stewart Alsop? 

K: Yeah, it’s Stewart Alsop’s birthday party; Joe is giving it for him.
And I’ll come up around midnight.

P: With Dobrynin. 
K: With Dobrynin.
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P: Fine. We’ll have a . . . we’ll put you in Dogwood, the two of you. 
K: Good. I think that’s very nice.
P: And you’re coming up late; we’ll have breakfast say at 8:30 in

the morning. 
K: Good, Mr. President. 8:30. We’ll come over to Aspen.5

P: Fine, fine. We’ll just keep the way things going and the . . . I
don’t think there’s any reason . . . I know there are all these problems
of trying to prove that the Commitment in ’68 is not relevant to the sit-
uation today and all that sort of thing. I just don’t think it all matters
any more. 

K: I don’t think so. I’ll be glad to meet with any group of people
that you think . . .

P: Oh, but I think that the point we made that we don’t need . . .
with anybody. Just let it through. 

K: I think after the summit, Mr. President, if you want to, there’s
about a two or three week period in which I could with good effect get
the word around how you orchestrated all of this. And I think that
might . . .

P: But I don’t think before the summit because that might jeop-
ardize us.

K: After the summit; after the summit.
P: What do you think? 
K: I think after the summit.
P: Because all these, these. I would think these damned [liberal?]

writers are climbing the wall anyway, aren’t they. 
K: Oh they’re going out of their minds.
P: Are they? 
K: Oh yeah.
P: Yeah. They don’t know how to judge this. They say the Presi-

dent was very rash and the Russians saved the summit, Jesus Christ,
that’s a great line isn’t it. 

K: Well, but even that . . . that is the sort of thing I can knock down,
but it’s better to do it after the summit.

P: Right, give the Russians all the credit in the world at this point.
Afterwards we don’t have to worry about them. 

K: Right, right.
P: Right. Okay. 
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K: I’ve been working with the speech writers this morning to make
sure they get the right tone into your speeches.

P: Who you . . . 
K: Safire, Andrews, and Price.6

P: All three of them work hard. It will come out; it will come out. 
K: Oh sure.
P: I just . . . the one I hacked up . . . of course particularly is that

damned television thing. As I said, not a word over 1800 to 2000 words.
2000 absolute maximum; preferable 1800 so that you don’t go more
than 30 minutes. 

K: I couldn’t agree more.
P: And that’s what it’s going to be. 
K: Right.
P: And everything else short, as short as possible. They can just

not give me great long, I mean the toast should be 150 words, things
like that. And that way it will force them to think more precisely and
they don’t say too much and yet they say enough. 

K: Exactly.
P: Right. Okay, fine. Brevity is the thing. But I don’t want any sup-

plemental notes or anything of that sort because most of these things
I’m going to read anyway because of the translation problems. I’m go-
ing to read the toasts and so forth and so on cause Brezhnev will read
this, won’t he? 

K: Almost certainly, I would say certainly.
P: Well, if that’s the case—you can discuss that with Dobrynin, say

if Brezhnev and the Russians are going to read their toasts the Presi-
dent will read his so they don’t think we’re one-upping them. But then
tell our people the main thing is Henry they gotta keep them short.
Like for example, a toast or statement, so forth has got to be, since
you’ve got to read it and then have the translation—you’ve got to fig-
ure what we’re talking about basically, 450 words maximum. Because
250 words means that it will take six minutes with translation and that’s
long enough, don’t you agree? 

K: I agree.
P: All right. 
K: Good Mr. President.
P: All right, bye.
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238. Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between President
Nixon and his Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)1

May 17, 1972, 11:12 a.m.

P: Hello.
K: Hello Mr. President.
P: Henry I . . . I just had a chance—just got here—to read the first

draft by Price. Let me make three or four suggestions. One, I don’t
think we ought to go into Vietnam on this speech.2

K: Absolutely.
P: Second, I think that it’s important not to go on and on about

liberty and freedom and all that sort of . . . 
K: I said exactly . . .
P: No use to throw that to them. 
K: I just saw it this minute and I said exactly the same thing to

them.
P: The other thing is I think we should talk about our . . . some-

thing about our alliance in World War II, the great suffering of the Russ-
ian people in war. I think something about that should be thrown in. 

K: Right.
P: I think some of the other things the words are fine. But the point

being that they don’t know America, we wish that they did and I just
want to tell them that I speak for the American people, I know our peo-
ple, I know what they want in the world. We like our system and, you
know, something about but on the other hand we’re not trying to im-
pose it on anybody else. But we . . . and we want peace in the world,
that that means that great powers have a particular responsibility to
use their influence to preserve peace and not to break it and that . . .
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so we would like to have that kind of relationship with . . . that I 
respect the Russian people as a great people and . . . sort of along those
lines. 

K: I don’t think it is proper for you to start lecturing them about
freedom of speech.

P: Oh no, no, no, no, no, no, no . . . . 
K: And all that USIA stuff.
P: No, this is not for that purpose and it should be . . . The other

thing is, and this always a weakness of the speechwriters, the Russians
not only love but have to have some anecdotal material. They just got
to have a story or two, you see? 

K: Yeah, I’m not sure on Russian television Mr. President.
P: Well no, what I mean is, if it related to something that I’ve seen

while I’m there. In other words, if you’ve read my speech when I was
at . . . when I spoke in 1959, the most effective parts of it was when I
referred to the Russian children as . . . you know, when they threw
flowers in the car. 

K: Oh, that sort of thing. I thought you meant stories.
P: No, no, no, I meant examples . . . 
K: Oh yes, absolutely.
P: So that it relates them rather than just cool tough logic, you see. 
K: Right.
P: Our people just don’t know how to . . . 
K: No, that is a definite sentimental streak.
P: There needs to be that, that as I . . . as I saw . . . in Samarkan in

’67 a Soviet citizen who was . . . you know with one leg gone; he had
lost it in World War II and he said we want to be friends with Amer-
ica. Something like that; that’s what Win (?) [Lord?] wants; that’s the
kind of thing that he ought to put in but . . . Well, I don’t want to spend
too much time on it, but if you can get them . . . It’s not his fault be-
cause he was flying blind and he says so, but if you could sort of give
him the feeling of what we’re doing, not too much substance, not too
much . . . I don’t think we ought to go into the rigamarole about we
have an agreement on arms control, an agreement on trade, an agree-
ment . . . 

K: They’ll read that in the newspapers anyway.
P: That’s right. It’s more in terms of saying, look, I’m an Ameri-

can, the first one on an official visit to this great country. I wouldn’t
slobber over them too much; I’d be very proud of what we stand for,
but on the other hand I would say that we respect you, we want you
to respect us and we can assure you on peace but peace is not some-
thing that we have simply by being for it, that we have to act respon-
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sibly through the world, you know in our relations with small nations
and others and respect all other peoples in the world. We say some-
thing to China at the same time. 

K: And we can say this can be the beginning of a new era; we have
started it . . . something like that.

P: Yeah, the first steps, but I would say that it means that the great
nations, you know what I mean, . . . Well, that’s sort of the [gist?] of
the thing but you could get Ray back on that track that will be fine. 

K: Right, I’ll do that immediately.
P: And you may have told him most of it already but those are my

reactions and I just didn’t want him to get bogged down in some of
the things that we know we don’t want to . . . we can’t use. 

K: The German vote has come out very well.3

P: Oh. 
K: They fell short of an absolute majority by one, but they have a

relative majority so now it has to go to the upper house. They were go-
ing to vote on it Friday, but two German states have . . . it has to lie
before that house for six days unless they unanimously vote to accept
the consideration immediately.

P: And they didn’t?
K: They refused . . . they couldn’t get a unanimous vote so now

they will vote next on the 24th, next Wednesday, and then it won’t get
signed until the following Friday. So that will cover most of your visit
there. That removes even the one percent chance that they might kick
over the traces.

P: Yeah, they . . . they’d be playing a damn dangerous game. 
K: That’s right.
P: That’s right. Well they’re not anyway . . . they can’t now any-

way Henry; it’s too late. 
K: No, exactly.
P: Well, they can but they’re . . . then they’re proving that they’re

utterly stupid, and if they’re utterly stupid we should be smart. 
K: But it also means that we have a pretty clear run for the better

part of that week while we are there. I mean we would have it any-
way, but this gives us a little insurance.

P: Incidentally, with regard to these talks, it would be helpful when
you’re talking to Dobrynin if we worked it out that we did it sort 
of in line and subject by subject. What I meant is that I don’t have to
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prepare each one. See, then I can brush up on a certain subject rather
than read all three . . . You got four books up here on issues now. 

K: Absolutely, Mr. President.
P: And you know, I can’t read four books before each meeting. 
K: No, we will have a subject or two and maybe we can get that

even worked out before we get there.
P: That’s right. And what I was going to say is that what you might

do then, you and Sonnenfeldt, and he’s obviously done a lot of this
work—you tell him it’s just a brilliant job; it’s an excellent job—but the
point is that whoever worked on it . . . 

K: Right, Sonnenfeldt and Lord.
P: . . . and Lord, I would think that if we did that then before each

meeting you could have one of them go through the talking points
there and even boil it down more, say these are the things when they’ll
bring up things you should emphasize. 

K: Absolutely.
P: So that I . . . because the mental . . . I can retain most of this and

I can fly blind pretty well but it would help very much to have it done
that way. 

K: No, that’s exactly what we’ll do. The purpose of these is to 
give you the general feel, then before each meeting we’ll give you two 
pages . . .

P: Good. Have you told Dobrynin to call on Rogers? 
K: Yes, and that’s set for tomorrow afternoon.4

P: Oh. Oh, he’s going to come back and then call on him. 
K: Right.
P: And you’ve told him so. Good. 
K: Well, that’s perfectly normal. Then he’s made all his calls in one

day.
P: Right, right, right, right. 
K: And I suggested today, but for some reason they prefer to do

it tomorrow.
P: Um-hm. Going to see us first. 
K: It may have been State wanting to do it.
P: Well, whatever it was, fine. At least he’s going to do it. 
K: Right. Oh yes, that’s all done.
P: Now with regard to that . . . when you’re talking to Dobrynin

you do work out like, you’ve got to let Gromyko and Rogers haggle
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around about the Mid East and European Security and all these other
things. 

K: Oh, that’s all done.
P: Now, the statement of principles5 of course is, as you issued it

will be one that they’ll try to nit-pick like hell and I don’t know quite
how we’re going to be able to handle it. I know Rogers will be smart
enough to know that Brezhnev and I didn’t sit down and concoct the
whole thing. How do we explain that to him or . . . ? 

K: Well, we can say that you asked Dobrynin and me to work it out.
P: Or we can say that they submitted some things and I said well

we’ll, let me submit some things and you’re working on it. 
K: I think as a face-saver he’ll accept this. I mean he knows it won’t

be true, but he won’t want . . . the alternative put out.
P: Yeah, that he had nothing to do with it. Right, right. 
K: We’ll have one horrible day, there’s no question about it.
P: Well, it can’t be for me cause I’m not going to take it again. 
K: No, I’ll take it. But the point is if we don’t have one we’ll have

five. We have never . . . we played for example the SALT thing ab-
solutely straight and we gave it to him the second I came back to Amer-
ica. And that didn’t ease the attacks on it.

P: No. It sure didn’t. Well, we won’t borrow trouble if I . . . if you
could find something to call him about today or tomorrow I hope you
will do so. 

K: I’ve called him every day and I’ll call him . . .
P: What I meant is to say that we’re working on it; I’m reading the

book. 
K: I don’t think he’s in too belligerent a mood.
P: No, I don’t think so either. I’m just trying to set him up for what

he’s going to do there. Now he’s going to apparently going to go to
NATO and then come back to Poland.

K: Mr. President, it’s childish, really nuts . . .
P: I don’t know what the hell he wants to come to Poland for . . .
K: Oh because there are going to be . . . he thinks there are going

to be crowds in the streets.
P: Oh what the hell. But the point is even if there weren’t, does he

want to go to Iran?
K: No.
P: Well, that’s my point. Why to Christ does he go to Poland and

not to Iran? You see I think that’s an affront to the Iranians.
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K: Well, and it’s a childish move because there isn’t anything to
talk about. But he’s made such an issue of it; he’s called me three times;
he called Haldeman three times. . . .

P: All right; all right, do it.
K: It doesn’t make any sense; there’s no good reason except that

he’ll be moping around for two weeks if he doesn’t. Then that way he
can come back with you; I think that has something to do with it.

P: No problem. We’re arranging the schedules you know in such
a way that when I go to Leningrad and what’s the other city, Kiev now
or . . . ?

K: Kiev I think he won’t be with you.
P: Do I go to Kiev? 
K: Yes.
P: Yes. Well, anyway when we go to these cities, these other places

you know, I’m being really brutal. Haldeman is arranging that all the
party, all the party goes in Leningrad and Moscow and others, when
we do go out, goes separately from me. They go see some things; I go
see other things. 

K: I think that’s right.
P: Rather than having them all tag along with me because I have

seen most of the things in these places where we’re going to be. 
K: I think that’s much better.
P: They want to call it . . . that’s too bad if people don’t like it.

That’s just it. 
K: Mr. President, I think it’s a lot better.
P: One thing we’ve certainly got to do is . . . in briefing this . . . I

think we have to recognize we have totally different, I mean relation-
ships with Brezhnev and Gromyko and myself and Rogers. Brezhnev
does rely on Gromyko and the main reason is Gromyko does not try
and upstage; he does what he’s told. 

K: Right.
P: And does a hell of a lot and so I hope Dobrynin understands

the difference in the relationships. 
K: Totally, Mr. President, totally. And Gromyko understands that

he’s got to keep Rogers occupied.
P: Uh-huh. Right. And have them agree on some things that they can.
K: And he’s a pro, I mean Gromyko is really good.
P: Oh, yeah, yeah. Oh God, I wish he were working for us. 
K: He is outstanding. Actually he is the sort of Secretary of State

you would want.
P: He’s exactly that because he’s . . . carries out things meticu-

lously; he works his tail off; he has some ideas of his own; he never
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tries to upstage . . . and as a result of course Gromyko has become a
very great figure in the world. 

K: That’s right.
P: That’s the way to do it, you know, rather than trying to do it in

your own right. Well, that’s another problem. I just have a feeling of
this, that is was just a mistake. If I ever do any more foreign travelling
I don’t think any Cabinet people should go along, none, none at all. 

K: “I think in your second term, Mr. President, you should set these
things up the way you are comfortable with them. You’ve been baby-
ing and carrying your associates now for four years and in your sec-
ond term you ought to do it the way it’s best for you.

P: Yeah. We have to . . .
K: You shouldn’t have to worry about someone’s morale.
P: . . . the people who are going along; who’s not going along. No-

body’s going to go with me.
K: To fly people back from Bonn to Warsaw for a 22-hour day is

really nuts, but if he wants it, fine.
P: Well it’s . . . we have to pay that price.
K: Yeah, but I just mean the second term you ought to . . .
P: Oh well, don’t worry, don’t worry.
K: . . . do these things the way you are comfortable.
P: I shouldn’t be even worrying about these things and I’m not

going to now that I’ve mentioned it to you. It’s all done now and Halde-
man understands and that’s the way it is going to be. And you’re go-
ing to set up two plenary sessions I understand. 

K: That’s right.
P: And, have you told Bill that? 
K: Uh, yes.
P: He knows that. 
K: Right.
P: I’m not sure that you ought to set up the separate meeting.

Haldeman told me something about and I don’t think you ought to set
up the private meeting between him and Brezhnev. 

K: Well, I think . . .
P: I just don’t think we ought to do that. 
K: You do that and you’re going to get publicity that makes it

sound as if it were all done there.
P: That’s right. And, so I hope you haven’t mentioned that. 
K: No, no.
P: Has [Brezhnev] suggested it? 
K: No, I suppose they’ll do it if we ask for it.
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P: No, no, no. Well, but there’s no reason for it, damn it. Brezhnev
talks to me, right. 

K: That’s right.
P: And basically I think this thing should be that Gromyko and

Rogers meet and sometimes Gromyko, Rogers, Brezhnev and I will
meet. But I’ll be damned if I think we ought to have a situation where
I ask Brezhnev to meet with Rogers. 

K: Well, I don’t see any . . .
P: Let’s not do it. Because you have the plenaries, I see there’s no

reason to now. How does Kosygin fit into this whole thing? 
K: Well, when there is a plenary, Kosygin will be there.
P: Oh I understand that. 
K: And my guess is that Kosygin may be there once or twice 

when . . .
P: Yeah, now is Kosygin going to . . . is he going to see Rogers 

separately? 
K: Well actually, Mr. President, I think they have the same prob-

lem we have without an ability to resolve it.
P: Yeah. 
K: I think they want to keep it open until you get there.
P: Yeah. What I think we ought to do. I think you ought to tell 

Dobrynin that the best thing to do is opposite number-opposite num-
ber, period. In other words, Rogers and Gromyko should meet, either 
together or in the plenary and as far as the others are concerned it
should be exactly the same way. I’ll meet with Brezhnev . . . do they
plan me to meet with Kosygin alone at all? 

K: No. I think you will either meet with Brezhnev alone or with
Brezhnev, Kosygin and Podgorny together.

P: Podgorny. And sometimes Gromyko. 
K: And sometimes Gromyko. But then that would make it a ple-

nary. Because then Rogers would have to be there. Also, Brezhnev
wants you at his country place one evening or two.

P: Now I don’t want . . . I don’t want . . . I don’t want . . . under
no circumstances, you make it clear, I don’t want Rogers to go to that
now. 

K: Right.
P: Isn’t that right? 
K: That’s right.
P: And I think that is basically a personal visit. 
K: And there, of course, it doesn’t make any difference . . . you

know, he can have anyone he wants; that wouldn’t be public.
P: That’s right. 
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K: Except that you were there.
P: Right. And I would simply say that . . . Incidentally Rogers 

doesn’t have to be sensitive about that Henry because God damn it
when I’m here, I don’t have the Foreign Secretary along with Heath
when I see him. 

K: Exactly. No, you don’t.
P: Of course not. I think particularly since we’re having the 

plenaries . . . 
K: That’s right.
P: Yeah, and I’d put it all on the Russians; that’s the way they 

want it. 
K: Exactly. No, we . . . that part of it is well worked out I think.

And in any event I’m going to see Gromyko and Dobrynin privately
as soon as we get in and then nail it down.

P: Good. All right. 
K: Right Mr. President.

239. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, May 17, 1972, noon.

PARTICIPANTS

Ambassador Anatoliy Dobrynin
Henry A. Kissinger

Dobrynin and I met to review the state of the summit.

Summit Preparations

I delivered a number of messages from the President. First, I said
there should be no reference to the special channel in the presence of
State Department personnel. Dobrynin said that was clearly under-
stood in Moscow and that the only reason they mentioned the word
“channel” was because it had become a term of art in the Soviet Union
among the Politburo members; they understood the situation that made
it necessary and would respect it. Second, I said that the President did
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not wish the Berlin agreement2 signed during the visit in Moscow be-
cause he did not want to get Four Power activities mixed up with the
summit. Dobrynin agreed that this was so, but said the initiative did
not come from them; it came from the State Department.

I asked Dobrynin about whether the Soviet leaders were in the
habit of reading their toasts or speaking extemporaneously. Dobrynin
replied that the toast on the first evening would be a rather substan-
tial statement of Soviet policy; that it would almost certainly be read
and that he was certain that it would be advanced in a positive spirit.

I asked Dobrynin whether it was possible to have the President
broadcast from the Kremlin. Dobrynin agreed that he would transmit
this request to Moscow. I did not use the argument that the advance
people had given me, namely, that I should say the President would
work on his speech until shortly before, primarily because the Soviets
had asked me to give them the speech an hour or two hours before so
that they could get their interpreter ready.

Dobrynin raised the issue that the State Department was making
a lot of technical objections to the scientific agreement and wondered
whether I could expedite it. I told him I would do my best.

Dobrynin raised the problem of using Soviet cars in Leningrad and
Kiev, since it would be rather humiliating to Soviet leaders for the Pres-
ident to ride in his own car. However, he told me that the Soviet lead-
ers would yield if the President insisted. It would make a much better
impression, however, if this could be avoided. I told him I would look
into it.

Middle East

We then turned to the Middle East. I handed Dobrynin the un-
signed attached paper on security arrangements in Sinai (Tab A).3 Do-
brynin said that on first reading it seemed hopelessly complex and was
not really responsive to the Soviet paper. He wondered whether it
might not be a better procedure for us to take their paper point by point
and respond to it. I said I would do what I could and we could have
a discussion of it at Camp David.

He said that the Soviet leaders had now given up the idea of con-
cluding an agreement at the summit. They still thought it useful, how-
ever, if we could agree on some principles. It could point in the direc-
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2 Secretary Rogers and the British, French, and Soviet Foreign Ministers signed 
the final protocol of the Four-Power Agreement on Berlin in Berlin on June 3—the same
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many and Berlin, 1969–1972, for information on the Four-Power negotiations leading to
the September 1971 Quadripartite Agreement on Berlin.

3 Attached but not printed.
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tion of an agreement that one would work on over the next few months.
I said perhaps the method he proposed of my commenting on his pa-
per would give us an opening.

Vietnam

We then turned to Vietnam. I told him that it was clear we were
determined to bring the war to a conclusion and that I hoped the So-
viet Union would not complicate matters. Dobrynin said that he could
assure me that the Soviet leaders were bringing great pressure on the
Vietnamese to agree to a private meeting on Sunday. He had seen the
cable to Hanoi and it was the toughest cable that they had sent to Hanoi.

Dobrynin asked whether I really thought the blockade would
work. I said I was certain that over a period of months it would have
a major impact.4

We then discussed meeting to go to Camp David in the evening,
and the meeting broke up.

4 On May 18 the President sent a memorandum to Haig stating that while he was
in Moscow, it was “vitally important” that U.S. bombing activity continue, at least at its
present level and if possible above the present level. He said it was particularly important
that strikes in North Vietnam and around the area of Hanoi and Haiphong, except for the
small area of Hanoi itself, be kept up at their present levels so that the enemy would not
get any impression that the United States was letting up because of the Moscow trip. (Na-
tional Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Special Files, President’s Per-
sonal Files, Box 3, Memoranda From the President, Memos—May 1972)

240. Paper Prepared by the National Security Council Staff1

Washington, undated.

SOVIET OBJECTIVES AT THE SUMMIT

Summitry occupied a prominent place in Soviet wartime and post-
war diplomacy. In part this was because of the peculiar personalities
of the Soviet leaders, both Stalin and Khrushchev, who preferred to
deal at the highest level and had considerable confidence in their abil-
ity to prevail in personal encounters.
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After the fall of Khrushchev, however, Soviet interest in high-level
diplomacy lessened, perhaps because the structure of the leadership
did not lend itself easily to head-to-head talks. While Brezhnev was
clearly the most powerful of the Soviet troika in the 1960s, he was not
a specialist in foreign affairs, and Kosygin was left with much of the
higher level contacts with foreigners.

More recently, Brezhnev, for various political and personal reasons,
has taken charge of foreign policy, and his visit to France marked his
public emergence on the world stage. More fundamental, however,
events in the last 18 months or so have made a summit not only more
desirable but in a sense a necessity. The Soviets have been willing to
accept our thesis that a summit should not occur until a certain sub-
stantive foundation had been laid. While they have played the Berlin
negotiations, SALT and other bilateral talks on their merits, the Sovi-
ets have also been influenced by the prospect of a summit as a result
of a series of successful negotiations.

The real turning point was your trip to Peking. This put the visit
of the American President to Moscow in a different light. A successful
meeting in Moscow became more urgent and perhaps an end in itself.

A second factor in shaping the Soviet approach to the meeting is
the development of Moscow’s German policy. Assuming that the
treaties are ratified (and this is a major uncertainty hanging over the
Moscow meetings), the Soviets will have achieved a long standing goal,
and will be moving into the next phase of building a European détente
on their terms. The US role in Europe, they realize can be crucial. Thus,
the summit is an opportunity to explore the US attitude on the shape
of East-West relations in Europe. The Soviets probably recognize by
now that “selective détente” can be a useful tactic but is difficult to
maintain over an extended period.

Finally, of course, the USSR has an interest in many of the bilat-
eral negotiations. Taken together these agreements (scientific ex-
changes, maritime regulations, space cooperation, etc.) establish a ma-
trix of arrangements that tend to “normalize” Soviet-American
relations and create the impression of unique areas of common inter-
est between the superpowers. In addition, specific benefits will accrue,
particularly in gaining access to American scientific techniques and
technology and in facilitating an expansion of economic relations, if
the political issues of MFN and credit are resolved.

The Soviets thus have several major objectives at the summit:

—to arrange a visible demonstration by your presence in Moscow
that the USSR enjoys a more intimate and substantive relationship with
Washington than Peking can command;

—to buttress this general demonstration with a specific accom-
plishment that underscores the unique superpower relationship, i.e.,
signing a SALT agreement during the summit;
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—to further the evolution of a European détente by gaining US
endorsement of a European Conference on Cooperation and Security,
and, if necessary, breaking the deadlock over negotiation on Mutual
and Balanced Force Reductions;

—to suggest, perhaps only by indirection, that a US-Soviet dialogue
may be initiated on the Middle East, and that the prospect for a settle-
ment is somewhat more favorable as a result of your conversations;

—to sign or agree in principle to a series of bilateral accords, al-
ready under negotiation; both in number and content these agreements
will create an impression of progress even if major international issues
remain deadlocked;

—to establish some institutional and political basis for a more per-
manent relationship through statements of principles or agreements on
periodic consultations.

China

One Soviet objective at the summit will be to probe the US about
the state of its relations with China and its further intentions there.
Brezhnev’s keen interest showed through in public in his speech on
March 20, when he said of Sino-US relations that “the future, perhaps
the near future, will show us how matters stand.” Privately, he dis-
played a good deal of nervousness. This will be a delicate matter, in
which the Soviets will not want to appear overanxious, but they will
surely listen attentively to anything you may volunteer about what
transpired in Peking. If they receive little satisfaction, they may pose
direct questions. Beyond that, their concern is so great that it is not im-
possible that they will take occasion to warn their visitors about the
dangers of closer dealings with China. They have already tried to per-
suade various Americans of the frustrations in store for anyone ex-
pecting reasonable behavior from Peking, citing their own experience.
And Brezhnev has warned that only China will gain from a failure of
US-Soviet détente—a reflection of his anxieties.

Western Europe

Europe will be an area of priority concern to the Soviet leaders
during their talks with you. Their most immediate and pressing ob-
jective is to secure West German ratification of the Soviet-West German
treaty, and the Soviet mood in late May will be influenced in large de-
gree by the outlook for ratification at that time. This is particularly true
because of Brezhnev’s close personal association with the treaty. The
Soviets can be expected to try to use the summit to influence internal
debate on the treaty within West Germany if this is still an issue, and
gain your personal endorsement of the treaty.

One likely topic will be a Conference on Security and Cooperation
in Europe (CSCE). Moscow will press to obtain a clear US commitment
to early actions to convene a CSCE. Moscow holds the US largely re-
sponsible for the delay in movement toward such a conference. They
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may offer limited concessions and clarifications on other issues—quite
possibly a gesture with regard to starting talks on force reductions, or
a specific understanding on the relationship between CSCE and force
reductions—in order to obtain a definite US commitment to beginning
CSCE. (Brezhnev has indicated as much privately to me.)

We know from intelligence reports that Brezhnev has expressed a
preference for a particular CSCE format. In the sequence envisioned
by Brezhnev, multilateral preparations would be followed by a con-
ference of foreign ministers that would establish various commissions
and working groups. In the final stage the CSCE would be reconvened
“at the highest accepted level.” The Soviets also hope that a CSCE
would establish permanent bodies to continue its work. These Soviet
concepts are calculated to complement French positions—part of the
“special relationship” Brezhnev feels he has established with France.2

The only remaining formal obstacle to beginning CSCE preparations
is NATO’s insistence that a Berlin agreement, interpreted to include sig-
nature of the Final Quadripartite Protocol, comes first. This will present
no problem to the Soviets if their treaty with Bonn seems likely to be rat-
ified. If ratification looks like a sure thing after the Bundestag vote, the
Soviets may even begin to probe the US on the possibility of signing the
Protocol in a ceremony which could be linked to your visit.3

The Soviets have shown no enthusiasm for the subject of mutual
balanced force reductions (MBFR), which they view primarily as a
Western precondition for other détente moves. Initially they will prob-
ably take the line that MBFR is something for “us” to settle. To date,
Soviet thinking on procedures for conducting talks on MBFR has been
even less clear than on CSCE. Their preference appears to be for MBFR
to be handled by one of the working groups to be set up by the CSCE—
and therefore to be subordinate to CSCE—but their attitude on this is
probably not rigid.

At present, MBFR is at a procedural stalemate because of Soviet
unwillingness to receive Brosio, NATO’s designated “explorer.”4 In re-
turn for concessions in other areas, such as CSCE, the Soviets may of-
fer a way out of this impasse. In a sense, you will be replacing Brosio
as explorer; the Soviets may make some sort of commitment that will
enable MBFR to get on the track.
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2 In October 1971 Brezhnev paid an official visit to France, where he and President
Pompidou issued a joint declaration and signed a statement entitled “The Principles of
Cooperation between the U.S.S.R. and France” on October 30.

3 For information on the signing of the final protocol of the Berlin agreement, see
Document 239, footnote 2.

4 For information on Soviet rejection of a proposal for exploratory talks on MBFR
in Moscow with a delegation led by Manlio Brosio, former Secretary-General of NATO,
see Document 45, footnote 3.
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The Middle East

The Soviets do not expect that the long deadlock over a Middle
East settlement can be broken at the summit. They will want to keep
this problem subordinate to their interests in bilateral relations, China,
and Europe. They see no profit in pushing their Arab clients to make
further concessions. While making a record of fidelity to the Arab cause,
however, they may propose some way of giving new impetus to the
negotiating process, intimating in the process that without this it may
be difficult to prevent new warfare.

The USSR [is] concerned that the Egyptians might conclude that
only the US is capable of inducing some flexibility in the Israeli posi-
tion and that Cairo must therefore turn to Washington for a settlement.
The Soviets have been sensitive to US efforts to facilitate an interim
settlement and proximity talks, and they are suspicious of the impli-
cations of renewed dialogue between Cairo and Washington. It is im-
portant for Moscow to have—and to be seen to have—a major role in
deliberations affecting the Arab-Israeli conflict. Hence the Soviets may
try to use the summit to return to bilateral discussions on the Middle
East, seeking to foster the impression among the Arabs that some new
diplomatic momentum has begun. They may put some scheme of this
kind in the context of a proposal for regular US-Soviet consultations.

The Soviet leaders will be prepared to deal with any US sugges-
tion on mutual restraint on arms shipments to the Arabs and Israelis.
They will probably consider themselves in a rather good tactical posi-
tion on this issue in view of the overall decline in Soviet military de-
liveries to Egypt over the past several months.

Moscow can be expected to call attention to this and to stress the
defensive nature of the weaponry provided to the Arabs. The Soviets
may point out, for example, that Egypt’s bomber inventory remains
smaller than it was prior to the war in 1967. In fact, the Soviets have
at this point delivered, broadly speaking, all the arms Egypt can ab-
sorb and more, while withholding advanced offensive weapons that
might touch off a new round of major fighting.

The Soviets would probably not be willing, however, to agree to
any proposal for a formal, explicit, Soviet-US agreement on curbing
arms deliveries to the Middle East. Moscow would expect a vitriolic
Arab reaction to such an arrangement as long as Israel is occupying
Arab territory. The USSR would be afraid that such a move could en-
danger the advances that it has made in the area over the past several
years—gains made largely by virtue of its role as arms supplier. It will
therefore not want to go beyond, at most, a general understanding that
would stop well short of verifiable commitments. As an inducement
to us, Brezhnev will hold out hopes of an agreement on arms ship-
ments and of a reduction in Soviet military presence after a settlement.
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Vietnam

Brezhnev and his colleagues got involved in Vietnam in early 1965.
They originally increased Soviet support for the North Vietnamese in
an effort to place themselves in a better position to compete with China
for the allegiance of foreign Communists and other “progressives,” and
to refute Chinese charges that Moscow had sold out to “imperialism.”
Since last summer, however, Peking’s own overtures toward the US
have dissipated the sting of Chinese charges of “Soviet-US collusion,”
and it is now less important for the Soviets to be able to disprove Chi-
nese allegations. Thus Moscow’s priorities are no longer what they
were when it became involved in Vietnam seven years ago, although
the Soviets’ basic commitment to Hanoi remains in force and cannot
be easily abandoned.

Developments in Vietnam obviously are a cloud over the entire
visit, and it cannot be foreseen how the interaction of our measures
and the NVN offensive will affect the content and tone of the summit.

The Soviets have to balance their own national interests in such
areas as strategic relationships and European security against the ef-
fect of Vietnam on their position in the Communist world, their com-
petition with China and their interests in Southeast Asia and the fu-
ture development of Asian politics in the wake of Vietnam. In pure
power terms Vietnam is not vital to the USSR, but in political terms
developments there can directly affect the standing of the USSR in the
Communist world.

The various Soviet dilemmas over Vietnam have led them to sup-
port a political settlement at different times, and the burden of their
advice to Hanoi probably has been that they could achieve a political
takeover once the US was totally disengaged. At the same time, the So-
viets see benefits in prolonged fighting in terms of what it does to the
US political fabric and the ability of the US to conduct a comprehen-
sive foreign and defense policy.

If by late May the Vietnam situation is escalating, the Soviets’ first
order of business will be to try to wring some concessions from the US
on the terms of a cease-fire or a political settlement. Only if they can
demonstrate that the US has yielded something significant, is the USSR
likely to exercise effective influence in Hanoi. Even then, it will be lim-
ited unless accompanied by the reduction of Soviet military support.
And even then its effectiveness will depend on the balance of forces in
the North Vietnamese Politburo.

Whether the Soviets would make this one move—to restrain the
shipment of supplies—remains a question. The Soviets would assume
that the Chinese would in this event increase their supplies, and the
USSR would be exposed to the charges of perfidy. Of course, US meas-
ures may produce the objective effect of reducing Soviet support.
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On balance the Soviets may hope that the summit can be insulated
from Vietnam, at least as long as US actions do not directly challenge
the USSR. But the situation is sufficiently fluid and dangerous that the
Soviet leaders must be increasingly concerned that they will face an
abortive, or less than successful meeting.

The Consequences

There are palpable risks to the USSR in the summit. A number of
Soviet officials have indicated that a combination of failure of the Ger-
man treaties and escalation in Vietnam may lead to an unproductive
meeting. If so, the Soviets would have to begin reassessing their own
position. Brezhnev, in particular, might find his power position weak-
ened. He, and others, would be in the painful position of having to ac-
knowledge the failure of the USSR’s “general line” over the past year.
Pressures on the Soviet leadership as the summit approaches are no
doubt growing because, unlike previous summits, the Soviets not only
want the atmospherics but certain tangible benefits in bilateral rela-
tions and in their international posture.

In short, despite the uncertainties over Vietnam, we have certain
elements of strength in dealing with the Soviet leaders, not the least of
which is the fact of your trip to Peking and Brezhnev’s personal in-
vestment in the concept that a better relationship with us is feasible.

241. Memorandum From Secretary of State Rogers to President
Nixon1

Washington, May 18, 1972.

SUBJECT

Moscow Talks: Opening Presentation

In your meetings with Brezhnev and Kosygin, I think your open-
ing remarks will go far toward establishing the possibilities for en-
during changes in our relations with the Soviet Union. We will have
enough agreements in hand before your arrival to ensure that an ac-
ceptable summit will ensue. Beyond that, you have an opportunity to
get deeply into the prospects for U.S.–USSR relations, not in terms of
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meaningless generalities, as the Soviets might prefer, but by testing So-
viet intentions case by case, issue by issue.

The first substantative session, however, is scheduled as a plenary.
Since Russians generally find deduction from principles more persua-
sive than a purely pragmatic approach, I believe you should take that
tack in your initial presentation, reserving discussion of the more dif-
ficult issues for the restricted sessions with Brezhnev or Kosygin and
the details for the parallel talks which I will have with Gromyko. In
addition to impressing the assembled Soviet leaders with our strength
and confidence, you will also want to convey our commitment to ne-
gotiating differences with a reasonable regard for Soviet interests.

We know from experience that the Soviet leaders maintain close
contact among themselves in dealing with foreigners. What a visitor
says in the morning to Kosygin may be alluded to by Brezhnev or
Gromyko in the afternoon. It might be useful, therefore, for us to meet
with Henry Kissinger and Martin Hillenbrand for a few minutes each
day to compare notes and to discuss the next day’s meetings.

None of your principal interlocutors in Moscow understands En-
glish and this will make it imperative to have an accurate, properly-
nuanced interpretation of all your presentations. Although Soviet in-
terpreters may be skilled in translating the substance of remarks, they
understandably are more concerned with conveying the force of the
statements made by their principals, and less intent upon giving full
effect to the points expressed by the non-Soviet participants. I would
therefore urge you to use an American interpreter throughout to make
sure that your message is conveyed accurately in tone as well as sub-
stance. To ensure the utmost precision, I would also suggest that your
interpreter be briefed in advance regarding the topics under discussion
and the impression you wish to convey.

William P. Rogers
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242. Memorandum for the President’s File From the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)1

Camp David, May 18, 1972, 8:30 a.m.

SUBJECT

Breakfast Conversation between The President, Ambassador Dobrynin and Mr.
Kissinger

The meeting concerned mostly personal matters.
Ambassador Dobrynin brought the President the personal good

wishes of Brezhnev, who said he was looking forward to a construc-
tive and pleasant meeting. Any special visits that the President wanted
would be available to him. The Kremlin would be closed to the pub-
lic and to all Soviet personnel except the Politburo, and the President
could therefore move freely and without any fear of interference within
the walls of the Kremlin. Dobrynin thought that the total area of the
Kremlin was probably as large as Camp David.

The President then told Dobrynin that it was important to take
special care not to mention the special channel, and Dobrynin said this
was well understood among his leaders. The President also said that
he wanted the meetings with Brezhnev to be confined to the smallest
number possible. Specifically, he thought it would be better if Gromyko
were not present because that would raise the issue of having Rogers
present. He said, “Gromyko, of course, is being relied on by Brezhnev
but I do not rely on Rogers.” Dobrynin was noncommittal but said that
he thought the matter could be handled. Dobrynin then proposed that
Brezhnev and the President meet shortly after his arrival to work out
what might happen at the plenary session the next day. Dobrynin said
that this should be confined to just a very few people; perhaps himself
on the Soviet side and Kissinger on the American side. The President
agreed but again made the point that perhaps Gromyko should be ei-
ther not announced or not come so that there would be no question of
having Rogers present.

There was then discussion of a few substantive issues. Dobrynin
said that his leaders wanted to have the Middle East discussed on the
basis now where perhaps some basic principles could be agreed to that
would be filled in in negotiations over a period of months. The Presi-
dent said that a lot depended on Vietnam. We were now determined
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to end the war; we had diddled along for three and a half years, and
we had been kicked in the teeth the whole time. It now was time to
end it. Once the war in Vietnam was over, it was much easier for us to
move in the Middle East. Dobrynin said every side had trouble with
its allies, and he didn’t mind saying that the Soviet Union had major
difficulty with its allies.

The President, Dobrynin and Dr. Kissinger then walked through
Camp David to look at the new facility, with the President pointing out
the places to which he would invite Brezhnev when Brezhnev visited
the United States.

243. Memorandum of Conversation1

Camp David, May 18, 1972.

PARTICIPANTS

Soviet Ambassador Anatoliy Dobrynin
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger

I met with Dobrynin after the conclusion of the meeting with the
President for an extended review.

Vietnam

Dobrynin said that it was a pity that the possibility of a big pub-
lic reception had been effectively destroyed by our actions in Vietnam;
he was certain that what had been planned was the biggest public wel-
come ever received by a Western statesman. But in every other respect
the visit would be met with great cordiality.

SALT

Dobrynin then asked me about a number of questions from the
SALT negotiations, specifically, a sub-limit on the conversion of old
missiles to new ones and the conversion of Titans to submarines that
had been raised by our Delegation in Helsinki.2 I told him that the for-
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mer issue was important; the second issue was marginal. Dobrynin
said it was a pity I had not raised both issues five days earlier, since
they probably could have been resolved in our sense. I told him to
make an effort anyway.

Communiqué

We then went over a Draft Communiqué that he had handed to
me (Tab A).3 We went over it point by point and I indicated where we
are likely to object. I told him we would do a re-draft which I would
hand to them when we arrived in Moscow.

Middle East

We next went over the Middle East paper that he had handed to
me and I made all the points from the Saunders draft (Tab B).4 Do-
brynin said the best step would be for us to re-draft the paper as we
wanted it, incorporating as many of the principles of theirs that we
wanted but adding as many as possible of ours, and then perhaps we
could make progress.

He said it was clear that it was now time for serious bargaining
and that Egypt could not achieve its maximum positions. Perhaps
something could be done by making a distinction between security
needs and sovereignty. I said I would try and have a paper with me
when we arrived in Moscow.
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Box 427, Backchannel Files, Backchannel Messages, 1972, SALT)

3 Attached but not printed.
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244. Conversation Between President Nixon and his Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)1

Camp David, May 18, 1972.

Kissinger: Mr. President
Nixon: Hi, Henry.
Kissinger: I just wanted quickly to—
Nixon: Right [unclear]
Kissinger: They were sending up another book today.
Nixon: That’s all right. I’ve got enough books.
Kissinger: It’s on bilateral things—
Nixon: I’ve got that.
Kissinger: —and I’ve got something coming on SALT and that nu-

clear agreement. Well, I spent the morning now going over the com-
munications and it’s 15 pages. And they threw in a few curve balls, of
course. But it’s in better shape than we were in China. I think in a day
or two, we’re there. We can settle it. It’ll be a very significant commu-
niqué, in addition to the principles. But it’s been a tremendous leap.
And for the first time, people are going to see in one document every-
thing that’s been done.

Nixon: Yeah. I was looking at the—I mean I was looking here at
the schedule that you laid out and you suggested that I sign the space
cooperation agreement which I have is good. I noticed that Train thinks
I should also sign the environmental agreement. I see no reason—I
think—

Kissinger: I think space and SALT and the principles—
Nixon: Space, SALT, principles, though—and I have plenty of sign-

ings to do.
Kissinger: You want—anything you want to sign we can—
Nixon: I see no damn reason why I shouldn’t be up front and cen-

ter. Now they’ll say that the environment thing was worked up before
we got here. The hell with it, though.

Kissinger: Well, Mr. President, the fact of the matter is that—I
mean, for example, on the science agreement—I don’t bother you with
these things because I know what you want.

Nixon: I—
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Kissinger: No, but I just want to give you as an example. That
thing has been kicking around for years. I got David [Dr. Edward
David, the President’s Science Adviser] and I said: “let’s go over these
points and you’re going to settle it in 3 days,” so he did. Then—then—
we gave it to State to do some drafting. The total deadlock developed
immediately because they came up with 30 nitpicks, so we settled that
yesterday afternoon. On the incidents—

Nixon: State doesn’t know that we settled it.
Kissinger: No. On the incidents at sea, for example, you remember

the issue about the draft that came to you, six distances and so forth. I
knew this would drive the military up the wall. We didn’t want the mil-
itary yelling at it since we need them on SALT. So I went to Dobrynin
and I said—and I suggested a formula to him by which they accept our
terms this year and we agreed to review it at the end of next year. We
all agreed then that so on—and I had breakfast with Laird on Monday
morning and with Moorer and told him we’d do what we could. And
that evening at 9 o’clock the Russians yielded and accepted our position.
Laird called me up and said he couldn’t believe it. He said in 18 hours
we’d settled something that they had negotiated 4 months over. So your
influence, whether you physically have done it all, and—

Nixon: Yeah.
Kissinger: We can demonstrate that of these agreements not one

could have been done without your personal channel to Brezhnev.
Nixon: Now we will have some of the requirements. Peterson will

try to claim that he did—
Kissinger: He can’t. He can’t argue that.
Nixon: Naturally Smith will say he did SALT. And—
Kissinger: Mr. President, I think what I ought to do when we get

back—
Nixon: You gotta to have a—
Kissinger: I ought to get in some of the leading journalists and

maybe go on television.
Nixon: You may have to do more than that. You may just have

to—you’ve got—we’ve got to really set it in. It just can’t be in three or
four columns. Get my point? It’s got to be something that has national
impact where they know—

Kissinger: Well, I have no great desire to do it but the way I’m do-
ing it would be—

Nixon: We’re not going to let the State’s boys get away with every-
thing this time.

Kissinger: Because the way to do it would be instead of arguing
who did what, would be just to have somebody ask me on the biggest
forum that you see consider as suitable.
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Nixon: How will it be done?
Kissinger: You could say the President has been exchanging cor-

respondence with Brezhnev. This is how their replies came back. This
is how we handled it. This is how we—At that point, we don’t give a
damn because they’re all done. I mean to bring these agreements all to
a head all at the same time—

Nixon: Now with regard to the signing, there are two different
ways. Maybe it’s not as well for us, but to be in on all sorts of signing
things. It’s as well to hold back and do SALT and principles.

Kissinger: Oh, you should do it with the space because that’s got
so much imagination to it—and I—

Nixon: Also in my 1959 speech,2 remember I said: “let us go to the
moon together.” And, that’s a good point—

Kissinger: He told me that that evening—your first evening—
there’ll be a very positive speech and the toast. It will be a short speech,
they said, so—

Nixon: I told Haldeman that mine had to be 200 words.
Kissinger: Not the first evening, Mr. President. You have to give a

substantive speech—about 15–10 minutes.
Nixon: 10 minutes of copy or 10 minutes translated?
Kissinger: 10 minutes copy because they’re going to give at 

least 15.
Nixon: 15–30 minutes? You see what we’re talking about is the

translation.
Kissinger: At Spaso House, you can wing it.
Nixon: I’m not going to wing anything. I’m going to—
Kissinger: No, no, I mean at Spaso House, you could read—
Nixon: Yeah, yeah. My point is I want to find out what the length

of their speech is—
Kissinger: I just found out.
Nixon: —in words. Well, if it’s 15 minutes in Russian, that’s 30

minutes.
Kissinger: They told us 15 minutes. They said a short speech. Now

I asked him what does that mean and he said that means between 10
and 15 minutes in Russian. And it will close with a toast to you. But it
will—

Nixon: Who the hell’s working on that?
Kissinger: I’ve got Andrews and Safire working on it with one of

my people.
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Nixon: And we have Price working on the television?
Kissinger: And Price is working on the television one. We spent

an hour and a half together yesterday in the light of your [unclear]. We
spent some in the morning but then after you called me, I got them all
together again. And—

Nixon: They’ll come around.
Kissinger: I think the television speech; actually, we have plenty

of time for.
Nixon: Yeah. But the first speech—
Kissinger: The first speech is very important
Nixon: I’ve got to have the damn thing on the plane.
Kissinger: That is very important. That’s got to—that should be

rather sober. And—
Nixon: And rather meaty.
Kissinger: And rather meaty.
Nixon: All right. And on the signing of agreements, what is your

view? Should we be up there signing agreements over there? Does that
take too much away—well, the space one. The environment I don’t
have to sign. I don’t care much about the environment—Do you want
Rogers to sign the environment?

Kissinger: The goddamn [unclear] doesn’t know anything about it.
Nixon: The point is there’s no reason for him to.
Kissinger: Is it put in the schedule?
Nixon: Yeah, it’s on the second page. Here, I’ll get it for you.
[pause]
Kissinger: Well, if you did environment and space, then you’d do

one each day. Except Thursday or Friday.
Nixon: Might as well start out with a bang. Environment’s a big

thing in this country. Might as well do it, environment and space. And
then you get the feeling that’s another way to get it across that a lot is
being done—environment and space, SALT. On the statement of prin-
ciples I noticed that you had—well, we can talk about this later—some
doubts as to whether I should sign it because—

Kissinger: [unclear exchange] I’ve changed my mind. You should
sign it.

Nixon: What the hell, why not? It isn’t a treaty.
Kissinger: Yeah, I’ve changed my mind.
Nixon: If it is a treaty. If they want it, let’s do it. Big deal.
Kissinger: I think you should sign it. It should be jointly signed

by Brezhnev and you. And the combination of this really—
Nixon: It’s a hell of a thing.
Kissinger: —a meaty communiqué, which is really—
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Nixon: A communiqué, a statement of principles, and these agree-
ments. Kennedy, Kennedy could never get even that, that space thing,
something people have been talking about for years—

Kissinger: Now, what I would recommend though, Mr. President,
is that you’re very low key with the Congressional people. I wouldn’t
say that this is going to be the most significant—

Nixon: No, sir. No, sir.
Kissinger: I’d just say there’re a number of things we’re going to

try to advance or—
Nixon: Or you give us some talking points as to what number,

what they say are. I’ve got to say all these people have been working
on SALT.

Kissinger: I think that is—I think the lower key we are, the more
impressive—I mean nobody has any idea. They all think it’s—I mean
the newsmen that I see all think it’s going to be like Peking—nothing.
And then at the end a communiqué.

Nixon: Each one of these—well, space is a major story. Environ-
ment is a major story. Health is not. Science and technology’s not. Mar-
itime is not. Incidents at sea is not. The joint commercial commission
is and SALT is. So you got—you got four major stories.

Kissinger: The joint commercial agreement might be good. But,
also, incidentally there is a good chance that we’ll get an agricultural
agreement for 3 years worth a billion dollars. I haven’t put that on there
yet. The [unclear]

Nixon: Well, I think we’ve got Dobrynin—I—well positioned—
Kissinger: Oh, that was beautiful.
Nixon: —[unclear exchange] Rogers thing—
Kissinger: And the way you handled Vietnam was beautiful. And

the way you put the Middle East after. And then another thing I did
with him, I went over his paper with him on the Middle East and we—
For the first time, the Soviets are willing to talk sense now. In addition
to the withdrawal of their forces—well you said there’re some things
you can’t ask Israel to do. He said, all right now. Just put down con-
cretely—I think the best position for you is to come out of this meet-
ing without an agreement on the Middle East because it sure as hell
that, with a—with a plan by which to move it ahead.

Nixon: What do we say about the Middle East, that we dis-
cussed it?

Kissinger: [unclear] that Jarring should redouble his efforts or
something like that. Maybe—The trouble with pressing too hard on the
interim agreement, which we may get, is that it may raise more ques-
tions about the final agreement than it’s worth. Because we don’t need
any more agreements after this, I don’t think.
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Nixon: Except there’s going to be great interest in the Mid-East. I
don’t give a damn about it except—Well, we can do that later.

Kissinger: Well, we can get that before November.
Nixon: We might do it in September.
Kissinger: Right.
Nixon: Now Vietnam, though—But I think it’s well we now agree

we bring Vietnam up. No use to bring it up at an early point ’cause
we’re not going to give a goddamn inch and neither are they.

Kissinger: No.
Nixon: This idea that we’re going to—
Kissinger: Well, I wouldn’t say to them—The one thing I’d—can I

perhaps suggest, Mr. President, don’t say they won’t give an inch be-
cause I think they’re beginning to give an inch.

Nixon: No, I mean I’m telling you that. I’m not going to tell them
that.

[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to the Moscow summit.]
Kissinger: You’re going to kill them next week, Mr. President. No

one has any idea what you’re—
Nixon: The main problems we’ve got, Henry, I think, as you’re

quite aware, is not with the left but with the right. This is great with
the left. It’s terribly difficult for the right. Particularly SALT and the
statement of principles and that’s—we’ve just got to be sure that on
SALT that we’re not freaked. They’ll do two [three] things: One, that
we let down our allies: Two, that we put our arms around our ene-
mies; And three, that we froze ourselves into inferiority. Those are the
things we’ve got to answer—

Kissinger: That last one they just can’t make. I’m going to get—
MacGregor’s getting them together for me tomorrow morning—

Nixon: Wonderful. Good.
Kissinger: —and I’m going to brief them, together with Moorer.
Nixon: Moorer?
Kissinger: Yeah, and—
Nixon: That’ll pull the rug out before Rogers and his people get 

a chance to piss on it. How can Rogers’ people piss on it now though? 
I mean, Smith is going to be for it.

Kissinger: Of course, oh, yeah. He’s giving us more trouble than
the Russians right now. Every day—again if it weren’t for your chan-
nel, this thing would never have—Well, every breakthrough that was
done by you—the May 20th, the submarines, every solution was
worked out in the Brezhnev channel. And every detail this last week—
I just don’t bother you because I don’t believe you give a damn whether
it’s 18 radars or 16 radars but—
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Nixon: I haven’t got the time to look at them.
Kissinger: Well—
Nixon: Experts have to determine.
Kissinger: But there’s—
[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to the Moscow summit.]
Nixon: Incidentally, Dobrynin will call on Rogers this afternoon?3

Kissinger: At 4 o’clock.
Nixon: And give him a little song and dance.
Kissinger: Oh, yeah.
Nixon: Because we, we’re not just going to have this Rogers 

thing [unclear]. We’re not going to have any pissy-ass stuff anymore.
It’s too, too late now.

Kissinger: It’s too late. And you’ve gone through too much and
you’ve carried this—

Nixon: And, you know, goddamn it. If he doesn’t like this, it’s too
bad. He tells me for my own good, this is what he did about the Shang-
hai Communiqué, and all the things he worried about didn’t amount to
a damn. We know there’re problems. There’re problems in all this—the
SALT agreement and so forth. The point is: how could he have done 
better? The point is he couldn’t. This, this sort of ideal that you’ve got to
do this ideal and you’ve got to do that. He never comes up with any-
thing that just [unclear]. Here’s something we oughta do. I mean—except
signing the Berlin agreement. Thank God that’s no problem, is it?

Kissinger: No
Nixon: Because the German treaty won’t be done.
Kissinger: But signing it—we negotiated it and when it was done,

he pissed on that. He gave, gave Rush nearly a nervous breakdown by
thwarting something we had worked 6 months to bring about.

Nixon: You see, the point is that we’re not going to—we’re not go-
ing to—

Kissinger: He’ll piss on the principles too, I’ll guarantee you. If
you take the negative, it’s always possible to—

Nixon: That’s right. He didn’t show us, for example, what their
first—their first paragraph, for example, paragraph 3, was the much
tougher than what they finally agreed on. Goddamn it, we’ve got it
down to a few things.

Kissinger: And we’ve got them, in effect, to put in a renunciation
of the Brezhnev Doctrine. I’ll have  lunch with Dobrynin and then we’ll
go back.

Nixon: Well, he’s—
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Kissinger: Well, he is delighted. And I think you have—This is go-
ing to be a tremendous [unclear]—

Nixon: We’ve also got them on the mountaintop, too, in terms of—
Kissinger: Well, I like the way you handled the Brezhnev visit here.
Nixon: Show him this and stay here. You know, like they told you,

what you were doing, so this is only reciprocity.
Nixon: Oh yeah. And hell, they’ll love it.
Kissinger: You’ll probably see this guy so insecure if you feel—if

the thing is going well, you could even dangle perhaps before him 
that when he’s here you might take a trip out to California to greet a
[unclear]. I’d play that.

Nixon: Well, there’s no—nothing—give me brief, brief, brief talk-
ing points for [unclear].4

4 The tape ends at this point.

245. Editorial Note

When White House Chief of Staff H.R. Haldeman met with Pres-
ident Nixon in the Oval Office at 11:45 a.m. on May 19, 1972, he in-
formed the President that Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Press
Relations Robert J. McCloskey had called and requested that Secretary
of State Rogers go down to his 12:30 press briefing to set the tone for
the forthcoming summit. Nixon responded angrily that he was going
to see the press at 5 o’clock and said “The Secretary does not go down 
. . . I’m not going to have him do this . . . He doesn’t know the first
thing about what is going on.” After Ziegler entered, Nixon com-
plained: “What do they want me to do, cancel my meeting with the
press at 5 o’clock? That’s my purpose.” Nixon asked if McCloskey knew
he was going to meet the press that afternoon. Haldeman replied that
he did and said he had told McCloskey: “Don’t let the Secretary move
until I get back to you.” He noted that Rogers was now calling him.

While they waited for Kissinger to join them, Nixon continued his
diatribe against Rogers, saying: “Goddamn, now he says he’s going to
bring his wife to Poland. Fine. Tell him he can bring his wife to Poland.
What the hell else does he want to do, go to the Lenin tomb? Well, he
can go there. I’ve seen the goddamn tomb. But you know what I mean.
This is getting ridiculous. It’s getting ridiculous. I’ll see the press at 5.
. . . I’ve got to set the tone for these talks.” Responding to Haldeman’s
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concern that Rogers might object to having Kissinger brief the press in
Salzburg, if the Secretary didn’t brief here, Nixon said: “If Henry wants
to brief, he’ll brief . . . You know, why would we have to say, well Henry
can’t unless Rogers did it? Bullshit. Rogers is not running this summit.
It covers a lot of things far beyond State Department.”

When Kissinger entered the office at 11:55 a.m., Nixon informed
him that Rogers wanted to talk to the press at 12:30 on what to expect
at the summit and mentioned Haldeman’s concern that unless they al-
lowed this, Rogers would object to him doing a backgrounder during
the stop at Salzburg. Nixon exclaimed: “The point is I’m going to be
talking to the press at 5:30 about the background to the summit and I
can’t have the two of them. He’s—Why does he want to do it? Can you
tell me?

Kissinger responded that Rogers was doing this because “he wants
to be able to say that he ran the Moscow summit” and pointed to a
press report that day by Marvin Kalb saying that “the White House
was gloomy about the summit. State always said the summit would
go on and would be a great success. Another example of the White
House not listening to State.” Nixon reminded them that at the NSC
meeting Rogers had warned that the President’s decision to bomb
Hanoi and mine Haiphong “would sink the summit.” He reiterated:
“The answer is no. The answer is the President is going to do that at
5:30 this afternoon,” adding that Rogers was “not to be invited.”

Nixon then switched the subject to SALT, saying “I haven’t 
been so goddamn mad since I’ve been in this office. Agnew came in 
here whining around about the fact that, you know, the usual hawk 
line. . . .” He added: “I read last might the whole SALT thing and I
think it’s going to be a tough titty son of a bitch. Henry, you’re always
thinking of the Gerard Smith types. Listen, they would suck around
anybody. You understand the hawks think we’re already too weak and
now they think we’re going to freeze America in a position of inferi-
ority.” Kissinger responded: “But the point is we can show . . .” Nixon
interrupted: “I know. We can show them that we’re going to be infe-
rior, more inferior if we didn’t have this. That’s an awful weak case.
You see freezing them is one thing but if we’re going to be more infe-
rior, it’s worse.”

Haldeman returned and informed Nixon that McCloskey said he’d
already announced and couldn’t call it off now, adding “He wants to
talk to you.” Nixon replied: “No, tell him I’m in a meeting and . . . can-
not be interrupted.” He instructed Haldeman to tell McCloskey that
“as far as the summit is concerned, plans are going forward, and the
President is going to be speaking to the . . . press tonight, those who
are going, on that subject. . . .” Nixon agreed with Haldeman’s state-
ment that Rogers should defer comment on the summit, and said:
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“That’s what he should do. He doesn’t know anything about it. He
doesn’t know what’s going to happen at the summit. He doesn’t have
the slightest idea.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
White House Tapes, May 19, 1972, 11:45 a.m.–12:19 p.m., Oval Office,
Conversation No. 726–4)

For text of Secretary Rogers’ press conference on May 19, see De-
partment of State Bulletin, June 5, 1972, pages 779–784; President
Nixon’s May 19 statement to the press about his forthcoming trip to
the Soviet Union is ibid., June 12, 1972, pages 803–807, and in Public
Papers: Nixon, 1972, pages 602–608.

246. Conversation Between President Nixon and his Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)1

Washington, May 19, 1972.

Nixon: Henry, regarding the press, I don’t have any talking points.
Can I use the same talking points that I used with the bipartisan 
leaders?

Kissinger: Let me—I’ll get to you within a half an hour.
Nixon: Now, let me—Bob [Haldeman], I don’t mean to [unclear]

let me go over this with Henry. Point two. I don’t know whether we
want to tell the leaders this much, do we?

Kissinger: This is already cut down by half.
Nixon: This says there will be—no, no, I’m not talking about the

length. But do we want to say that there will probably be agreements
on scientific exchanges, on environmental controls, on all these un-
derstandings—

Kissinger: No, no, that was supposed to be taken out.
Nixon: All right, fine. I’ll just say that we’ve had discussions. We

don’t know what’s going to happen on these things but we hope for
the best.

Kissinger: Good.
Nixon: And I’ll say SALT, we, we—I think we can speak with some

confidence on SALT.
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Kissinger: Well, not actually yet. I had a personal message from
Gromyko—

Nixon: Yeah.
Kissinger: —saying that they had the impression that Smith was

dragging his feet, which was also my impression. And I’m just send-
ing a scorcher to Smith.2 He’s suddenly—

Nixon: You think he wants to kill it?
Kissinger: Well if he—not kill it, but he’s now suddenly the hard-

liner in this operation. I mean after driving us for two and a half years
the issues have become so abstruse—I could explain them to you but—

Nixon: [unclear]
Kissinger: He’s throwing in a lot of hedges, which are not in them-

selves that bad. It’s just his attitude has changed from being the soft
guy to being the hard guy. But we’ll get it done.

Nixon: [unclear exchange]
Kissinger: That’s Haig’s suspicion.
Nixon: Yeah.
Kissinger: That is exactly Haig’s suspicion.
Nixon: Yes, that we’re still having some rough go on ABM.
Kissinger: And we are on the final stage of SALT, we are hopeful

but not yet certain.
Nixon: That’s right. Proceeding with Europe, Vietnam, and the

Middle East will be covered. Shall I say that?
Kissinger: No. The Middle East may be cut out.
Nixon: Shall I say Vietnam? I’ve got to say that.
Kissinger: Yeah.
Nixon: That will be on the agenda. Europe? Oh, European Secu-

rity—I mean the European Security Conference.
Kissinger: Well, European issues.
Nixon: European issues. But obviously not without the permission

of our allies. In other words, I [unclear] The more important ones are
not these assholes, but—

Kissinger: The press.
Nixon: Trying to set the press in a proper frame. I—let me just say,

I don’t know what to say. Should we tell them that they’re going to be
briefed twice a day?

Kissinger: Are they going to be briefed twice a day?
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Nixon: [unclear] That’s what you told him.
Kissinger: No, I didn’t read him anything of the sort.
Nixon: I’ll just say there will be a daily briefing.
Kissinger: I’d say a daily briefing.
Nixon: There’ll be a daily briefing.
Kissinger: I think it’s a mistake to commit ourselves to twice a day.
Nixon: Okay. Just talk off the top of your head as to what you want

me to say to the press.
Kissinger: I would say, I would say—
Nixon: I’m not going to have a chance to prepare, or the time, if

you think about it.
Kissinger: I would say to the press that we have—that this sum-

mit is the culmination of 2 years—
Nixon: Here’s what I was going to start, I was going to start along

those same lines. I was going to say we have, we—our countries—that,
that I have noted—and I think the very justifiable criticism of summitry
by many of you ladies and gentlemen of the press. I am one of the crit-
ics of summitry. We had the spirit of Vienna, the spirit of Camp David,
the spirit of Geneva, the spirit of Glassboro That’s one of the reasons why
we have not up to this point had a top meeting. We thought we had to
have something concrete come out of it, not just a spirit. As a result of
this, I would say that this is the best prepared we have been for a meet-
ing with Soviet leaders. [unclear exchange] Now, having said that, I would
not want to leave—I would not want to raise your hopes too high, be-
cause basically there are a number of unresolved issues. I have been in
correspondence with Mr. Brezhnev, very extensive correspondence—

Kissinger: I’d say I’ve made extensive “contact” with Mr. Brezhnev.
Nixon: Yeah, plenty of contact—
Kissinger: Cause correspondence, then they’ll say where is the cor-

respondence?
Nixon: Yeah, yeah, extended contact with Mr. Brezhnev, and mes-

sages as well. Uh-huh. And we—and we—and under the circumstances
we now, however, come to the point that we have to make decisions,
decisions that affect both countries, affect their vital interests. And they
can only be made at the highest level.

Kissinger: And the future peace of the world.
Nixon: And I think we should say we have nothing against third

countries. That is, we consulted with our allies.
Kissinger: Right.
Nixon: And others. [unclear] I won’t mention that. The Chinese,

they don’t need to hear it.
Kissinger: No, they know what we’ve done.

May 13–May 31, 1972 953

491-761/B428-S/60006

1240_A57-A61  10/31/06  12:03 PM  Page 953



Nixon: And we will of course submit to the Senate in the only area
where we expect a treaty is in the area of SALT. Is that correct?

Kissinger: No, there are a lot of treaties.
Nixon: Several of these will be treaties?
Kissinger: Yeah. Most of the others will be treaties. Say, “of course

any treaty will be submitted to the Senate. And I’ll give the full report
to the American people.”

Nixon: You want me to report when we return?
Kissinger: I think on this one you might consider a brief television

speech.
Nixon: And not do the Q and As? Just leave it out? Vietnam and

everything? Why don’t we just forget Q and As? Christ just—
Kissinger: Today? Oh I’d give a speech when you come back. Why

let them nitpick you?
Nixon: Yeah.
Kissinger: I’d do what you did on arrival last time. I’d do this time

on television. I think—
Nixon: You don’t want to do it on arrival this time?
Kissinger: No, I think it’d be—you can have a nice arrival ceremony.
Nixon: Yeah.
Kissinger: But I think there’s something to be said for having the

American people see you—
Nixon: Moral support?
Kissinger: —not talk about Vietnam.
Nixon: That’s right. Oh, can I tell them, if it’s all right with you,

that I will be making—tell the press that there will be, that we will
have the usual number of toasts and arrival statements and so forth.
The first one at the first banquet will be a substantive one.

Kissinger: Right.
Nixon: The first one we agreed would be substantive.
Kissinger: Right.
Nixon: And also that I am making a speech to the Russian people

on television.
Kissinger: Right. From the Kremlin.
Nixon: Huh?
Kissinger: From the Kremlin.
Nixon: From the Kremlin.
Kissinger: They’ve now agreed to that. And you can say you hope

that you can turn a new page or start a new period. Or maybe you’ll
say that at the end. Better—
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Nixon: No, no, no. I’m not going to get into any rhetoric. I’m just
going to tell them [unclear]. In the meantime, I must say—Henry, re-
member I told you, I told you time and again, watch these damn sec-
ond guesses. Those people are only looking out for their own asses.
And first of all—I mean, I know you think that I’ve been bugging you
too much on this psychological warfare.

Kissinger: No, no, no, Mr., President—
Nixon: I mean I had—
Kissinger: You were one thousand percent right. I had to be naïve.

I thought there was a Presidential order. They had all agreed to it in
my presence. So I thought it was being done. So when you went after
Haig this week, I thought his answers that he would get was this was
in full swing. I was shocked and outraged that they had done nothing.
So I then went after Rush. I said how could that happen? Well, it turns
out that Laird and Abrams had been in collusion. Similarly, for 5 weeks
you’ve been bugging us all, and correctly, to pour equipment into South
Vietnam, partly for psychological reasons.

Nixon: That’s right. Not done.
Kissinger: It had not been done. And now Rush, to his enormous

credit, why wasn’t it done? Because Laird had given orders to all the
service Secretaries to keep it away from Rush. Well Rush this week, to
his credit, he’s now come in with a good program. And if you’d au-
thorize it today before Laird comes back we’ll get it done.

Nixon: All right. I’ll authorize it.
Kissinger: Everybody’s agreed on it now. So what we have is a

government, which is unbelievable. We have a negotiator sitting in
Helsinki who instead of throwing his hat in the air, we’re doing his
work for him. We’re not taking credit for it.

Nixon: He should resign.
Kissinger: He’s—Well, no. He’s just dragging his feet so that he

can prove he was the tough guy. Instead of—well, so we have just a
massive series of problems.

Nixon: You know it might be better to have Rogers and you come
to this thing tonight, come to think about it. What do you think?

Kissinger: Whatever you want, Mr. President. I think he can come.
Nixon: If there’s a chance. Otherwise, I think he’s going to feel—
Kissinger: He’ll be over here anyway for the Congressional leaders.
Nixon: He’ll feel affronted that  he wasn’t there.
Kissinger: And he’ll expect I was.
Nixon: Yeah. I think he should come. And I’m going to get the hell

out of there. Let him—he’s going to gas with these guys anyway. But
then you can do there too, you understand?
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Kissinger: But I’ll—
Nixon: I’ll tell you, I’m—you know Henry, I don’t know how the

hell we’ve done this thing with the kind of son of a bitch that sabo-
taged. Like this thing that Abrams got. Abrams, of course, is always
whining. Why didn’t he—you know, he’s just a whiner. But goddamn
it, Henry, we have given the military carte blanche practically. Now
what the Christ is the matter with the goddamn—

Kissinger: They are covering their asses in case anything goes
wrong out there. But we are having—I’m having Haig put together for
you—We are getting massive reports now. The Indonesian Ambassador
has now reported from Hanoi the debt, the threat of riots, that the pop-
ulation is extremely disturbed. Now I cannot believe that when the In-
donesian Ambassador, the French Ambassador, the Polish Ambassador
separately report to their governments these things that there isn’t
something going on.

[Omitted here is discussion of the military situation in Vietnam].

247. Backchannel Message From the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger) to the Head of the
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks Delegation in Helsinki
(Smith)1

Washington, May 19, 1972, 1934Z.

WH 21372. We have just received strong démarche through the
President’s special channel with Moscow alleging that U.S. delegation
is moving too slowly on number of residual issues. The President is
most anxious to expedite your talks in every reasonable way, with the
view toward having a final agreement not later than Wednesday, May
24th. The Soviets have assured the President that they are providing
similar instructions to their delegation. The President hopes that within
existing guidance, you will be able to move promptly to resolve re-
maining obstacles.

For your information, the Soviets listed such remaining items as
their base figure of 48 submarines, the issue of mobile ICBM’s, defini-
tion of heavy missiles and the geographic location of ABM defense of
ICBM field. We cannot, of course, yield on the latter item.
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Just received your 408.2

You should make continued effort to determine meaning of 48
number.3 Free ride for Soviets on H’s would indeed be problem.

Re Titan conversion, this can be handled as you suggest.
Re precision for “light” and “heavy”, I would appreciate your ur-

gent recommendation. For example, could we say that neither side
should replace current light missiles with new ones significantly larger
than largest light missile that either side currently has. We could reach
side understanding that significant means 10 percent larger.4

I would appreciate your urgent response to this message.
Warm regards.

2 In backchannel message 408 to Kissinger, May 19, Smith reported on the contin-
uing Soviet refusal to precisely define “heavy” or “light” missiles. (Ibid.)

3 In backchannel message WH 21375 to Smith, May 19, Kissinger stated that there
should be absolutely no doubt in Soviet minds concerning the U.S. SLBM position, and
noting that the number 48 certainly did not originate from anyone on the U.S. side. (Ibid.)

4 In his memoirs Smith recalled that as the summit approached, the U.S. delega-
tion continued to press for a definition of heavy missiles. The Soviets contended that
this was unnecessary because the obligation not to convert land-based launchers for light
ICBMs into launchers for heavy ICBMs taken together with the commitment not to in-
crease substantially the external dimensions of ICBM silo launchers dealt with the whole
problem. The U.S. delegation insisted that although the silo launcher provision was im-
portant, it was no substitute for a definition of a heavy missile, which was necessary not
for current missiles but for future missiles. On May 20 the Soviets said they could not
agree to a definition of heavy missiles as those having a volume greater than 70 cubic
meters or larger than the SS–11, the largest light missile either side deployed.

248. Conversation Between President Nixon and his Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)1

Washington, May 19, 1972.

Kissinger: I had to do a little missionary work with Stennis,2 who
didn’t understand the substance. That’s what he was referring to. [un-
clear] They’re willing to keep the offensive weapons out of the deal.
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Nixon: Well, we can’t do that.
Kissinger: Look, the first impact of this—Scoop Jackson3 went

through the roof because he said [unclear]. He’s more worried about
the ABM. He doesn’t care about the offensive ones. What is your take
on the individual initial talks I’ve made with these guys? I have Scoop
in my office. Down there, he went through the roof. He said: “I’m
through with you all.” When I was in my office, he said—

Nixon: He doesn’t want ABM?
Kissinger: No. He thinks we’ve screwed it. But I explained to him

how it came about. I showed him the military recommendations. So he
said: “All right, I won’t—of course I won’t oppose you.” But before I
handle the bill again, I wanted to talk to you.

Nixon: Goddamn, get Moorer down there.
Kissinger: I had Moorer with me.
Nixon: Okay.
Kissinger: Then Stennis—I’ve gotten aboard now. But it will take

some selling. You’re quite right. Your instinct was right; we’ll have
problems with the hawks on this. Partly because they’re so dumb, most
of them, that they don’t understand what we’re doing.

Nixon: Goddamn it. If Smith and Rogers would understand it.
Kissinger: Well, Smith and Rogers don’t want to understand it.

Smith understands—doesn’t want to understand—
Nixon: [unclear] Of course he understands it. Rogers [unclear].
Kissinger: Now with the press, Mr. President, I’d be very careful

about saying something that can be quoted. That we, two great pow-
ers have a special responsibility because—

Nixon: Oh, yes.
Kissinger: That will drive the Chinese crazy.
Nixon: I won’t change it.
Kissinger: And I wouldn’t give them quite as much as you gave

the Congress; What you did with Congress was very skillful, but I
wouldn’t—

Nixon: We have to give them—
Kissinger: Oh, no, no. Because you can—
Nixon: Congress is going to be just pissed off as hell if we don’t know.
Kissinger: Oh, no.
Nixon: What part would you want to leave out to the press?
Kissinger: I would go a little easier on space, environment, and so

forth.
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Nixon: Don’t even mention it?
Kissinger: Just—I’d make one or two statements. For example—
Nixon: Which is the best one, space or environment?
Kissinger: I imagine one or the other. But—
Nixon: Yeah.
Kissinger: I’d mention maybe space and then I’d say you already

know about the commercial—
Nixon: Well they all know about commercial, they all know about

SALT. How about space, those three?
Kissinger: Yeah, I’d mention those three.
Nixon: Fine. Of course I’ve put these guys to the point where they

don’t think much is going to come out.
Kissinger: Oh, I thought this meeting was handled masterfully.
Nixon: They know it’s going to be tough.
Kissinger: But we had a piece. One thing we’ve done is we’ve got

Stennis all steamed up now about putting Helms through.
Nixon: Do we need him? Well, on the other hand, did you—well,

it was good that you had your meeting now, wasn’t it?
Kissinger: Essential.
Nixon: Yeah. You don’t think there’s any more you have to do be-

fore you leave?
Kissinger: No. I’m booked up through the evening. I mean with

meetings here. I have to work with Price on this speech. The toast for
the first evening is coming along in pretty good shape.

Nixon: Who’s doing that?
Kissinger: Safire. But really, I’m beginning to think more and more

that these big-shot writers aren’t worth it. Andrews is, you know, it’s just
too much of a struggle with Safire. He’s got too many ideas of his own.

Nixon: That’s right.
Kissinger: You were absolutely right. It’s just—
Nixon: Price is a man who really senses what you want and he

writes it.
Kissinger: That’s right.
Nixon: Safire comes in with something that’s totally different from

what you ever came up with.
Kissinger: That’s right. And then he gets committed to it and then

he finally changes it after 15 minutes of argument but it’s terribly time-
consuming.

Nixon: We’ll get it out of the way and from there on the big speech.
Kissinger: Price has done a pretty good job.
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Nixon: Price has done a great—Look, that should be one that has
sort of a good feel to it.

Kissinger: And that has a good feel to it.
Nixon: Toasts, I don’t know. Do you want to put Andrews to work

on the toast?
Kissinger: Well, I think—
Nixon: [unclear]
Kissinger: It’s coming along—it’s coming along fine. But I think

except for being too specific about the various areas, I think you’re in
very good shape.

Nixon: You would say SALT.
Kissinger: I’d say we’re hopeful about SALT because—
Nixon: I’ll say there’s an awful lot still left to be worked out.
Kissinger: Exactly.
Nixon: And there’s some—and then the commercial side—
Kissinger: Actually, the way it stands now, unintentionally, you

will have to break some deadlocks in Moscow on SALT, the way it’s
working now.

Nixon: All right. We are certainly going to have—we just can’t have
a situation of coming back and having the hawks as enemies, screw
the country.

Kissinger: Well—
Nixon: Maybe we don’t want a deal?
Kissinger: No, Mr. President, I really think, the one we really

screwed ourselves is on the ABM because we just gave over a period of
years because we got driven back too much. I told Scoop goddamnit—

Nixon: How were we going to get it through the Senate?
Kissinger: That was the problem. Every year we had a bigger fight

in the Senate. So that part of it is—I think the ABM is going to give
more heartburn. The offensive one, once it is explained—John Tower4

is aboard now. I talked to him. Stennis is aboard and—
Nixon: And you emphasized, of course, we’ve still got MIRV,

we’ve still got ULMS, they’re giving up the old ICBMs—
Kissinger: Oh, yeah.
Nixon: —we’ve still got our aircraft, you know. That’s the thing 

to do.
Kissinger: Mr. President, we’ll go through a couple of days in my

judgment, very similar to what we did in the China communiqué and
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then we’ll pull it around and it doesn’t hurt to have a little screaming.
It will help us with the Russians.

Nixon: Yeah, I don’t know. I don’t want, though, having taken a
strong stand in Vietnam, to throw it all, to piss it all down simply by—

Kissinger: The only problem is how we’re going to do the selling
back here.

Nixon: When you’re there?
Kissinger: When I’m there.
Nixon: Well, I’ll tell you what’s going to happen. I think Laird and

Moorer are going to [unclear] That’s what I think. I don’t know but they—
Kissinger: Yeah.
Nixon: You can’t come back and [unclear].
Kissinger: Of course, I’ll be working on the communiqué and five

principles and—
Nixon: Of course, I don’t agree with Scoop on the ABM. He never

got a goddamn thing that we could do for him. We couldn’t get any more
ABM sites if it were flying. And we still are keeping the system. Right?

Kissinger: Right. No, I think it’s a good treaty, Mr. President. You
also are going to get very widespread acclaim so that’s not—no, you
have idiots like Dominick5 who went up like a rocket but he’s so dumb
that it’s almost a—

Nixon: What’d he go off on, ABM? He doesn’t understand ABM.
Kissinger: No, no, he said that you won’t get any money out of

Congress if you make any SALT agreement because he said therefore
when we freeze ourselves, we ruin ourselves. But that has nothing to
do with the specific provisions. That’s just among the ones there. The
argument they were making—that Buckley6 and Dominick were mak-
ing—was once you freeze—they all agreed that it’s a good deal if we
are pushing ULMS. But they—

Nixon: Are we?
Kissinger: Yeah, but what they were saying was Congress wouldn’t

vote money for ULMS.
Nixon: Oh, we’ll insist on it.
Kissinger: Well, that’s right. So I think we are in a tolerable shape

about it. And the alternative was not to have the SALT agreement.
There was no other alternative. If you didn’t have the submarines in
there, you would face the other argument—that their continuing to
build nine a year—the was one the chiefs were making. And at the end
of the freeze, they’d have 90. This is, this is why the chiefs—the chiefs
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are delighted with it. And they will resound their arguments for it, and
Moorer supported us very strongly down there.

Nixon: Interesting they didn’t press us on Vietnam.
Kissinger: Fulbright was very positive.
Nixon: Shit.
Kissinger: I think, Mr. President, that this summit is going to be

an enormous success.

249. Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between President
Nixon and his Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)1

Washington, May 19, 1972, 6:50 p.m.

RN: I had an idea that I think is very important—why not get Haig
and Moorer and Rush together and tell them that I think that their pri-
ority assignment between now and the time we get back is to talk to
the hawks.

HAK: Right, I have already talked to Haig about that—
RN: Why don’t you bring Rush in on that—he is a terrific sales-

man and he can do it and do it piece of [by] piece so we don’t have the
blowups.

HAK: We have a few snags in that SALT agreement and I think
that has to be on the first agenda item on Tuesday.2 So we have to wait
till we get it.

RN: The point is, apart from the fact we are not going to—let’s just
start preparing people of the fact that it is going to be a hell of an agree-
ment however it turns out, you know. Because it is. You and I know—

HAK: I think Mr. President that Jackson is generally frustrated by
his fate this year—I took him into the office and he lowered his oppo-
sition by 80% right there. And I got Stennis—

RN: The main thing is we don’t have to wait for you to do it. Haig
is very impressive in this sort of thing. Haig, Moorer and Rush

HAK: On the submarines we ought to get Zumwalt on it—

962 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV

1 Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 372, Tele-
phone Conversations, Chronological File. No classification marking. According to the
President’s Daily Diary, President Nixon placed the call. (National Archives, Nixon Pres-
idential Materials, White House Central Files)

2 May 23.

491-761/B428-S/60006

1240_A57-A61  10/31/06  12:03 PM  Page 962



RN: Yes, he is a good salesman. Tell [them] that is an order, they’re
to carry it out.

HAK: I think that went well with the press.3

RN: They can’t complain, they got a nice little story and as you
may have noticed, I limited it to a three-item—

HAK: One suggestion, Brezhnev isn’t that quite pre-eminent 
in that in the Soviet Union and he will get into trouble if we give him
quite that much—as if he could decide things—he is the first but not
the only one. It may weaken his position at home—that is the only—

RN: I wouldn’t worry about that because the main thing is that
whoever is in charge if they want to throw him out, they can get some-
body else.

HAK: Right, okay.

3 Nixon’s statement to the press on May 19. (Public Papers: Nixon, 1972, pp. 602–608)

250. Memorandum From President Nixon to His Deputy Assistant
for National Security Affairs (Haig)1

Washington, May 20, 1972.

I have covered the points I will be making in this memorandum
for the most part in conversations with Henry and with you, but I sim-
ply want to put them in writing so that you will have guidance for the
period that we are gone on our trip to Moscow.2

With regard to Vietnam, it is vitally important that there be no
abatement whatever in our air and naval strikes while we are gone. It
is particularly important that any stories in the press indicating that
we are letting up during this period be knocked down instantly, prefer-
ably in Saigon, if necessary at the Pentagon and if necessary even by
you at the White House. There is nothing that could hurt us more in
the minds of public opinion than some suggestion that we made a deal
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with the Russians to cool it in Vietnam while trying to negotiate agree-
ments with them in Moscow.

Just to be sure that there is absolutely no misunderstanding with
regard to my orders they include the following:

1. There should be a minimum of 1200 air sorties a day and with
the Saratoga on station this might be increased to 1300. What I am say-
ing is that the number of sorties should be at maximum level during
the entire period we are gone, unless you receive orders to the con-
trary from me directly.

2. At least 200 of these sorties should be on targets in the Hanoi–
Haiphong area. With the Saratoga on station that number might well
go up to 250 or 300. In fact, it would be well to increase it just slightly
in that period so that there can be no implication at all to the effect that
we are letting up because of our trip to Moscow. The only restrictions
to the air sorties in that area are the 15-mile area around Hanoi proper
and the belt of 15 miles or whatever we have previously ordered next
to the Chinese border. But otherwise I want a relentless air attack on
our targets in North Vietnam during this period—particularly on rail
lines, POL and power plants. Concentrate on those targets which will
have major impact on civilian morale as well as accomplishing our pri-
mary objective of reducing the enemy’s ability to conduct the war.

3. On the propaganda front, I expect not only implementation of
the orders I have previously given, some of which were covered in the
memorandum you prepared for me, but I want some new ideas de-
veloped and implemented as quickly as possible. The entire effort
should be to create pessimism in the North among the civilian popu-
lation and pessimism in the South among the North Vietnamese forces
there. What disturbs me is the routine way that CIA and USIA simply
report the news of my speech rather than putting out reports with re-
gard to more planes landing expected, riots in the streets of Hanoi and
desertions in the troops in the South. This patty-cake method of han-
dling the propaganda is typical of our conduct of the war on the mil-
itary side, and I want it changed instantly to conform with my think-
ing as to how we are to act militarily from now on. As I have pointed
out on several previous occasions, we shall have to admit that this is
one of our major failures—not having an adequate propaganda and
public relations effort going along-side what I believe is a superb for-
eign policy in most respects. When I get back I have some other ideas
as to how we can correct this and we will probably set up a new of-
fice in the White House directly under Haldeman, similar to the one
C.D. Jackson had under Eisenhower, so that we can finally begin to get
the benefit we deserve from our foreign policy initiatives.

4. I want you to direct Abrams and Bunker to get out more in-
formation with regard to morale in the South. This certainly is some-
thing we should be able to do because it is true and also because it will
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help at home. If they say they don’t want to get out on a limb ask them
what they think I have done. I also believe that the French report or
any other reports that you have through secret channels of morale prob-
lems in North Vietnam must be leaked into the press—not in a column
which is read by a few hundred people, but some way in to wire serv-
ice or television stories. Colson will know what to do if you give him
the material. Follow up.

On another subject we face a critical problem in terms of avoid-
ing a massive right-wing revolt on the SALT agreement. All of us who
have worked on this problem know that the deal we are making is in
our best interest, but for a very practical reason that the right-wing will
never understand—that we simply can’t get from the Congress the ad-
ditional funds needed to continue the arms race with the Soviet in ei-
ther the defensive or offensive missile category. I want you to develop
a team, consisting of yourself, Moorer, Rush and Laird when he re-
turns, to pick off individual Senators and very important opinion mak-
ers who are on the right to try to mute their criticism when the an-
nouncement comes in from Moscow. Barry Goldwater, John Tower,
Peter Dominick, Scoop Jackson, Eddie Hebert are among those who
should be contacted. It is particularly important that Moorer and Rush
have a talk with Agnew and get him aboard. Also, it would be very
helpful to get Teller3 to come back and get him aboard so that he can
lobby for us. This should be done on a person-to-person basis and
should be done in a very hard-headed way. The most important point
to make is that the President is not being taken in and that the mili-
tary totally supports what we are doing and in fact strongly recom-
mended the inclusion of SLBMs on the basis that we included them.

The most convincing argument you can make to this group is that
the President is determined that we must go forward at the fastest pace
possible with ULMS, MIRV, B–1 and any new weapon systems not cov-
ered by the agreement.

I think our case can be sold to some of the more sensible hawks,
but it must be done on an individual basis before they get the announce-
ment from Moscow and make up their minds and dig in against us.

It is no comfort that the liberals will praise the agreement, what-
ever it is. But let us always remember that the liberals will never sup-
port us—the hawks are our hard-core, and we must do everything that
we can to keep them from jumping ship after getting their enthusiasm
restored as a result of our mining operation in the North.
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251. Editorial Note

In his memoirs President Nixon wrote: “On Saturday, May 20,
[1972] Air Force One left Washington for Salzburg, Austria, en route to
Moscow. After we were airborne, Kissinger came into my cabin and
exuberantly said, ‘This has to be one of the greatest diplomatic coups
of all times! Three weeks ago everyone predicted it would be called
off, and today we’re on our way!’” (RN: Memoirs, page 609) Assistant
to the President Henry Kissinger recalled in his memoirs, “When
against all expectation we took off for Moscow in Air Force One on Sat-
urday morning, May 20, the mood was one of optimism, even elation,
untinged by excessive humility. Despite the assaults by both Hanoi and
our critics we had stood our ground; we were going to Moscow with
dignity. We had behind us a rare public consensus produced by the
stunning events of the preceding month. Conservatives reveled in the
mining of North Vietnam; they interpreted the summit as a Soviet re-
treat. Liberals were relieved that the summit was taking place at all.”
(White House Years, page 1202)

In his May 20 diary entry, White House Chief of Staff H.R. Halde-
man described his discussion of various issues with the President dur-
ing the trip to Salzburg. Nixon referred to Kissinger’s advice that he
make a TV report to the country immediately after his return because
they would need to do “some hard selling” on the results of the sum-
mit, and said he wanted speechwriter John Andrews to start work on
it immediately, with a 2,000-word maximum, and have it in his hands
when they left the Soviet Union. The President also said he needed
“just one moving anecdote” to use in his TV address to the Russian
people. The two men discussed the depth of the problem they were
going to have with the hawks after SALT. Nixon said he wanted to be
sure that Buchanan helped them with the hawks. They also discussed
how to handle Secretary of State Rogers. Nixon told Haldeman to han-
dle the Secretary in Salzburg. He himself would see Rogers on the plane
to Moscow and tell him about the announcements and how they were
being spaced throughout the week (which Nixon, Kissinger, and Halde-
man worked out on the plane to Salzburg). (The Haldeman Diaries: Mul-
timedia Edition)

According to the President’s Daily Diary, the Presidential party ar-
rived in Salzburg on May 20 at 10:43 p.m. (Austrian time) and in
Moscow at 3:57 p.m. (Soviet time) on May 22. (National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Central Files)
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252. Backchannel Message From the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger) to the Head of the
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks Delegation in Helsinki
(Smith)1

Salzburg White House, May 21, 1972, 1630Z.

WTE 16. Subject: SLBM.
1. We cannot accept 48 modern submarines as Soviet base point, if

they insist that this includes only Y class or newer. It is imperative for
Congressional reasons that there must be some retirement of H and G
classes involved in Soviet reaching level of 62. For this reason, Soviet
base point should be about 41–43, which corresponds to real situation.

2. It is also imperative that total of 950 for Soviets includes mod-
ern missiles no matter on what submarine they are deployed.

3. Phrasing in our proposals on procedures for dismantling and
replacement must be amended to permit us to lay keels of ULMS with-
out having to destroy Polaris.

4. You should act on these points immediately; these instructions
will also follow through normal channels.2

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, Box 427, NSC Files,
Backchannel Files, Backchannel Messages, 1972, SALT. Top Secret; Eyes Only; Flash.

2 In telegram 89509, May 21, the Department transmitted these “supplementary SALT
instructions” to the delegation in Helsinki, noting that point 3 was consistent with NSDM
167 which did not require the start of destruction or dismantling of old launchers until 
the launch of the new submarine. (Ibid., RG 59, Central Files 1970–73, DEF 18–3 FIN (HE)

253. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1

Salzburg, Austria, May 21, 1972.

SUBJECT

Your Moscow Discussions, Tuesday, May 23, 1972
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This memorandum summarizes the issues that will come up in the
first set of your discussions on Tuesday and provides talking points.

I. Europe

1. German Treaties. These treaties have now completed parliamen-
tary action in Bonn and await formalities of signature and deposit. Pas-
sage of the treaties is a significant success for Brezhnev who has staked
considerable personal prestige on his German policy, apparently in the
face of considerable skepticism among the CPSU leaders. (The reputed
leader of the opposition, Ukranian Party boss Shelest has been given
a Government job over the weekend, suggesting his demotion.)2

Brezhnev may not, under the circumstances, have much to say
about the treaties. He might possibly make some critical remarks about
our not having exerted enough influence on the Germans during the
weeks of acrimonious debate and close votes in Bonn. In my talks last
month he urged intervention by us in the German local elections in
Baden Wuertemberg and subsequently there were a number of pleas
through Dobrynin that we make a statement.

Early last week we did publicly indicate our interest in treaty pas-
sage by implication: We noted the linkage to the Berlin agreement in
which we are interested and we welcomed the bipartisan efforts in
Bonn to achieve a common policy on the treaties. But we stressed that
basically the treaties were a national question for the Germans them-
selves to resolve since their own future was at stake.

Key Points to Emphasize

If Brezhnev should raise the treaties, you should:
—Point out that our interest in ratification was always clear, es-

pecially since all concerned knew that the Berlin agreement, which we
had worked so hard with the USSR to achieve, depended on it;

—We felt that direct intervention might be counter-productive in
provoking a nationalist response in Germany;

—We did make a careful, favorable public statement3 during the
last, crucial week, responding to Soviet suggestions in the confidential
channel;
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2 Kissinger wrote in his memoirs that by removing influential hard-liner Ukrain-
ian Party chief Pyotr Shelest from the Politburo and demoting him to Deputy Prime Min-
ister at the same time that the Soviet Party Central Committee gave its formal approval
to his decision to proceed with the summit, Brezhnev was demonstrating that he was in
charge. (White House Years, pp. 1204–1205)

3 Secretary of State Rogers made a statement supporting ratification of the West
German treaties with Poland and the Soviet Union at the beginning of his news confer-
ence on May 19. (Department of State Bulletin, June 5, 1972, p. 779)
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—In any event, we, like the Soviets, welcome the fact that the
treaties are now ratified, awaiting only routine formalities for their fi-
nal entry into force.

2. Berlin. The Soviets had made the final step that completes last
year’s four power Berlin agreement (the so-called Final Quadripartite
Protocol) dependent on Bonn’s ratification of the treaties.4

We had taken the position that the Berlin agreement should be
handled on its merits and implemented independently, but we had no
alternative to acquiescing in Soviet refusal to take this action.

Brezhnev may now press for early completion of the Berlin agree-
ment since we and NATO, in turn, had made the beginning of multi-
lateral preparations for the Soviet-proposed European Security Con-
ference (CSCE) dependent on the Berlin agreement. Moscow is eager
to get this process started.

Looked at cold-bloodedly, we could now take our time on the
Berlin agreement; the Soviets are not likely to start a Berlin crisis un-
der current conditions and we have little interest in rapid progress to-
ward a European conference. There certainly is no reason for us to take
the initiative for a hasty signature of the Berlin agreement.

Key Points to Emphasize

In the discussions with Brezhnev, and if he should press for rapid
signature, you should:

—Note that we of course consider the Berlin agreement a good
one, both intrinsically and because it illustrates that progress can be
made on difficult problems when the US and USSR cooperate to that
end;

—Point out that we have always been ready to sign the Berlin
agreement, but understood the reasons why this has not so far been
possible;

—Agree that signature should now take place as promptly as 
feasible;

—Suggest that the procedural aspects of signature (e.g. time, place
and level) should be taken up at the foreign ministers level to ensure
that all the participants find the arrangements mutually convenient and
suitable.
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1971 Quadripartite Agreement on Berlin.
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Note: We should not face the British and French with a fait 
accompli.

3. Admission of the two Germanies into the UN. As part of Moscow’s
priority objective of achieving full-scale recognition for the GDR, Brezh-
nev has been pressing for joint US-Soviet endorsement of early ad-
mission of the FRG and GDR to the UN.

Brandt, and even more his opposition, regard the GDR’s admis-
sion to the UN as the most important symbolic step in the GDR’s quest
for recognition as a separate state. They wish to accede to it only as the
last step of a general normalization of FRG–GDR relations which is to
be embodied in a general treaty now being negotiated. (By normaliza-
tion the FRG means, inter alia, increased freedom of movement be-
tween the GDR and the FRG, as well as other measures that would
highlight the fact that the two German states have a special relation-
ship reflecting their still being “one nation.”) Thus Bonn does not ob-
ject in principle, but wants to use eventual UN admission for bargain-
ing purposes to achieve its other objectives.

Key Points to Emphasize

We have long been committed to Brandt to support his position.
In responding to Brezhnev on this issue, you should:

—State that we support our German ally on this question;
—State that we believe that the admission of the two German states

to the UN should be considered when both of them agree that the time
has come; at that time we would endorse it.

Note: We retain rights, along with the UK, France and the USSR,
for Germany as a whole, rights stemming from World War II. Our po-
sition in Berlin derives from these retained rights. Consequently, we
must ensure that GDR admission to the UN and its consequent virtual
recognition as a sovereign state by us does not undermine our rights
with respect to all of Germany. The West Germans, British and French—
and probably the Soviets too—are extremely sensitive on this point. It
will require clarification and agreement prior to the actual admission
of the two Germanies to the UN.

Additional Point

To show your readiness in principle to endorse German UN mem-
bership at the right time, you could tell Brezhnev that:

—We should in the near future contact our other two World War
II allies, the UK and France, to discuss the manner in which quadri-
partite rights with respect to Germany as a whole and Berlin will be
safeguarded upon the admission of the FRG and the GDR to the UN.

4. European Security Conference. (Our title: Conference on Security
and Cooperation in Europe—CSCE)
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This is Brezhnev’s major European initiative and he intends to get
your commitment to prompt beginning of preparations and to the hold-
ing of the actual conference as early as this year.

We have long been on record as agreeing to a properly prepared
and substantive conference (though, in fact, the problems of getting a
mutually agreed agenda for a substantive conference are considerable).
Our reservations have stemmed from our concerns that the conference
will be a propaganda circus, produce false euphoria and open up dif-
ferences among NATO allies. We and the NATO allies have been work-
ing intensively on more substantive positions to present at a confer-
ence, especially proposals that would stimulate freedom of movement
and undercut Soviet pretensions to hegemony in Eastern Europe
(Brezhnev Doctrine).

Although Brezhnev has frequently suggested through the private
channel that we jointly develop a position, and you have indicated a
willingness to explore the objectives of a meaningful conference, little
of substance has in fact occurred.

We and the Allies are committed to begin “multilateral” explo-
rations on a conference once the Berlin agreement is in effect. Never-
theless, you should use our agreement on the timing of these prepara-
tory explorations to get Brezhnev’s agreement to early explorations on
European troop reductions (MBFR), in which we are interested. You
should also take into account the sensitivities of our Allies to anything
that smacks of US-Soviet collusion against them.

Key Points to Emphasize

In response to Brezhnev’s urgings for early preparations and a con-
ference this year, you should:

—Agree to the beginning of multilateral preparations later this
year, subject to agreement among all countries concerned;

—Note that you cannot visualize preparations for a truly mean-
ingful conference to be completed rapidly and you believe that it would
be soundest to consider holding a conference some time in 1973.

As regards substance, you should indicate that:
—We would agree that a conference should deal with the princi-

ples of relations among European states; such principles would include:

• sovereign equality, political independence and territorial in-
tegrity;

• non-intervention and non-interference in internal affairs;
• the right of people in each country to shape their own destiny.

—There could be certain agreed measures to improve physical se-
curity, such as restraints on movements of armed forces, exchanges of
observers, notification of maneuvers. (Note: We want to keep MBFR as
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such out of a conference because we would only want countries con-
cerned to be involved in negotiations.)

—There should be expanded cultural exchange and concrete
arrangements for increased economic and technological cooperation.

The Soviets advocate some sort of permanent machinery to come
out of the conference. You should:

—Stress that if new institutions are to be created they should have
carefully worked out terms of reference;

—Note that military questions are highly complex and delicate
and could best be dealt with directly by the countries concerned.

Finally, if Brezhnev stalls on MBFR and suggests that this subject
should only be dealt with after a conference has met, you should:

—Press our desire to move ahead in parallel on a conference and
MBFR.

5. MBFR. Your discussion of this topic, on which the Soviets have
remained reluctant, should be largely procedural. We have a need, for
Congressional reasons, to have a process of negotiations underway; but
we are less certain that early positive results are achieveable. The So-
viets, apart from showing reluctance to begin talks (e.g. their refusal to
receive Brosio, the NATO explorer), have so far given little evidence
that they have done any substantive homework comparable to the mas-
sive studies undertaken by NATO and ourselves.

The Soviets are aware that geography confers advantages on them.
On the other hand, their forces in Eastern Europe have internal secu-
rity functions. Consequently, while the Soviets might be interested in
reductions that would enable them to shift forces eastward, they have
displayed much hesitation. They may of course hope that they will be
spared “mutual” cuts by growing pressures in the West for unilateral
ones. In addition, the Soviets have shown great sensitivity to the term
“balanced,” the B in MBFR, because they see in it a Western effort to
obtain larger Soviet reductions as a compensation for our geographic
disadvantage.

It is possible that in Moscow, as a “concession,” Brezhnev might
propose quick and symbolic equal reductions and try to get a joint US-
Soviet agreement to this effect. Our studies have shown this to be of
questionable desirability (it would not be verifiable and would tend to
accentuate present Soviet military advantages); moreover, a US-Soviet
fait accompli on this subject would damage our Alliance relationship.

Key Points to Emphasize

In these circumstances you should:
—Seek Brezhnev’s agreement to MBFR explorations by countries

concerned in parallel with the preparatory work on the CSCE;
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—Agree that there can be private US-Soviet contact on this, but
that the specific exploratory work should not be purely bilateral.

On substance, you should indicate that:
—Reductions should involve both foreign and local forces in Cen-

tral Europe, although an initial phase could concentrate on foreign (ie,
US and Soviet) forces;

—It would be best to concentrate in the first instance on ground
forces;

—Nuclear weapons may present too complex a problem in the first
stage of talks.

—There should be verification so that an agreement will not lead
to misunderstandings and bickering (this could involve inspection, or,
as in SALT, measures that are arranged in a way that each side can ob-
serve them by its unilateral means).

Note: As regards the European questions you could refer to the fact
that the final communiqué on which there has already been consider-
able work by both sides will, of course, deal at some length with Eu-
ropean questions.

One matter, not covered above, relates to frontiers in Europe. The
Soviets are anxious to have us recognize their “inviolability.” But since
they interpret this word as meaning “unchangeable” even by negotia-
tion there is a problem for us in accepting it. We have no intention our-
selves to see frontiers changed but because we maintain that the ulti-
mate frontiers of a united Germany should be set in a peace treaty we
have to maintain flexibility. Consequently, when Brezhnev raises this
matter, you should:

—State that we are quite willing to recognize the principle of “ter-
ritorial integrity,” but do not wish to infringe on the right of sovereign
states to seek peaceful arrangements concerning their frontiers.

II. SALT

There are two ABM and two offensive issues that you may have
to address in Moscow, subject to last minute changes in the negotia-
tions. Some could be resolved by Tuesday,5 but you may want to fa-
miliarize yourself with the basic points.

There is a section on the follow-on phase of SALT, and some re-
marks concluding your SALT presentation.

A. Unresolved ABM Issues. The two remaining issues are:
—The specific location of the second Soviet ABM site (for ICBM

defense): For Congressional reasons and to avoid any later misunder-
standings, we need a firm assurance that it will not be in the populated
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areas of European Russia. We insist that it be East of the Urals, so there
is no capability for linking it to the Moscow system as a population
defense. Brezhnev hinted he would disclose the location, but for some
reason the Soviets at Helsinki are refusing to specify the location.

• They now propose that we declare our understanding that the second
Soviet site is to be East of the Urals, and they will not contest our statement.

• This is an acceptable resolution.

—Other Large Phased Array Radars. In addition to ABM radars, large
radars also exist or could be built for other purposes, i.e., space tracking,
for monitoring the SALT agreement, and for early warning. The last
named has been settled, but there is a disagreement on how to limit the
size of other large phased array radars, known by the acronym, OLPARS.

We propose the size be no greater than our smaller radar at Grand
Forks. The Soviets propose a size limit that is more than three times
our limit. This would be highly dangerous. Radars are the longest lead-
time item; interceptors, small radar and other equipment can be quickly
added if the large radars exist.

A possible compromise is: No specific treaty limitations, but agreement
that each side will consult regarding construction of large (undefined)
phased array radars, other than those designated for space-tracking or
for national means of detection (for SALT or follow on agreements).

Your Talking Points

1. ABM Location:

—You believe it important there be no ambiguities or misunder-
standings in the treaty;

—We have had reason to believe the second Soviet site would be
East of the Urals;

—We will make a statement to that effect; if not contested by the
Soviet side, the matter can be considered settled.

2. Large Radars

—Our two delegations cannot agree on definitions for large non-
ABM radars;

—It is too technical to discuss at this level;
—Could we settle it by relying on the treaty provisions that prohibit ter-

ritorial defense, and by agreeing to consult each other before building these
large radars, other than for space-trading or national detector systems;

—If agreed, our negotiators can find suitable language.
B. Offensive Issues. There are two issues still outstanding:
—The base point for the current Soviet level of SLBMs.

• The Soviets have proposed that they be allowed to build up to
62 “modern submarines,” with up to 950 launchers.
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• This is acceptable, but,
• The Soviets claim they have 48 “modern submarines” operational or

under construction, and they define “modern” to exclude all older classes.
• We seriously doubt this figure as they define it; it is an attempt

to gain 6–7 submarines over their real level.
• We insist on the real base line of about 41–42, so that in build-

ing up to 62 (and 950 launchers) they have to retire some of their land-
based ICBMs and older submarines.

• Otherwise, the Soviets would actually have 62 plus 30 older
boats, and about 1150 launchers.

It is important for Congressional reasons, that the Soviets retire
some of their older submarines and ICBMs.

If this is not resolved at Helsinki a compromise would be to count, at
least, the newer class (H-Class) which are nuclear powered in their totals of
submarines and launchers.

—Light and Heavy ICBMs. We have long insisted that light ICBMs
not be converted to heavy ones, such as the SS–9. The Soviets agree,
but there is a stalemate in defining the terms.

We propose that the dividing line be no larger than the existing
Soviet SS–11 ICBM, about 70 cm3 in volume. They say no strict defini-
tion is needed. In fact, it now appears that the Soviets intend to replace
or modernize the smaller SS–11 with a somewhat bigger missile. Our
definition would exclude this.

A possible compromise is to agree that a heavy ICBM would be a
missile significantly greater in volume than the existing “light” mis-
siles deployed on each side, and leave it to the monitoring mechanism
to work out any problems.

Your Talking Points

1. SLBM Limits

—We believe that the Soviet proposal of a ceiling of 62 modern
submarines and 950 launchers is acceptable;

—However, we could not exclude from this any submarines that
carry ballistic missiles, regardless of their age;

—There [These] submarines should be counted in the starting point
of Soviet submarines operational and under construction;

—They can be replaced in achieving the Soviet goal of 62 boats
and 950 launchers;

—You hope this problem will be given serious study by the Soviet
leaders.

2. Light Versus Heavy ICBMs

—The Soviet side is aware of our concern over the heavy ICBMs
in the Soviet arsenal;
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—We need some clear dividing line between heavy and light;
—We can be flexible in resolving the problem, but some agreed

definition is required.
C. Interpretations of the Current Agreements. Both of the current

agreements provide the standard clause for withdrawal if supreme in-
terests are jeopardized. Such circumstances, of course, cannot be pre-
cisely defined in advance, but it is clear that if the Soviets were now to
embark on a concerted program that would jeopardize the survivability of our
strategic retaliatory forces, we would have to invoke this clause.

In Moscow you may want to clarify our position so that the Sovi-
ets will be on notice. Our interpretation may play a role in the Con-
gressional debates on the treaty ratification.

Your Talking Points

—In reaching these agreements both sides expect to contribute to
strategic stability;

—If these expectations are not fulfilled and the threat to the strate-
gic retaliatory forces of the US substantially increases, you would con-
sider this jeopardizing our supreme interests;

—In such a case, we could withdraw from the current agreements
under the supreme interests clause;

—You would expect the USSR to do the same;
—You wanted this to be clearly understood, since this interpreta-

tion will be given to the Congress as the question arises during Con-
gressional hearings.

D. Phase Two of SALT. The outlines of the next phase are unde-
fined, but we can be sure that the Soviets want to raise our aircraft at
bases abroad and on carriers, and our submarine bases abroad.

Your Talking Points

We will want to go into questions of:
—A more permanent resolution of the level of offensive forces for

all systems; i.e., equal aggregates of land and sea based missiles and
bombers;

—Reductions of the most threatening offensive systems;
—An exploration of qualitative controls on missiles, for example

controlling their accuracy, size, and possibly a limit on MIRVs, i.e., no
more than certain number of specified ICBMs;

—As for ABMs, we regard this as settled;
—As for timing, we want to push for an early ratification this sum-

mer and resume SALT in the late fall if this is agreeable;
—In the interim you will be open to any Soviet thoughts in the

confidential channels.
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E. Concluding Remarks
—The Soviet leaders and the Soviet delegation are to be congrat-

ulated on their contribution to the agreements.
—Your negotiators are instructed to complete their work for sig-

nature of the final agreements in Moscow.
—These agreements can mark a turning point in our relations.
—Never before have nations limited the weapons on which their

survival depends.
—This is a commitment to a new concept of mutual security.
—It is a profound statement of intention.
—We both have a significant stake in preserving what has 

been accomplished, and every incentive to build on them in the 
future.

254. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1

Salzburg, Austria, May 22, 1972.

SUBJECT

Your First Talk with Brezhnev, May 22, 1972

Brezhnev’s Intentions.

This is a get-acquainted, sizing-up meeting. We know [less than
1 line of source text not declassified] that Brezhnev intended, as of three
days ago, to say little of substance but to put you at your ease 
including with a joke or two. He apparently wants to put you in a
mood of expectancy, banking on your authority to make decisions on
the spot. He apparently plans immediately to give Podgorny and
Kosygin a debrief to show how well he has done. Despite his appar-
ent intention to be agreeable, he could get carried away a bit and
lapse into an oration on Vietnam, though probably more in sorrow
than anger.
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Basically, Brezhnev will want a successful Summit, including not
only SALT, the various bilateral agreements and improved trade but
progress toward his goals in Europe and the Middle East. He proba-
bly wants Vietnam talks started again and claim credit, if possible, for
any de-escalation of our actions against the North. He will want to de-
moralize the Chinese, who he hates, by trying to make your Peking
trip appear as hollow compared to this one.

Undoubtedly he will try to sell his success to his colleagues as
meaning he got the better of you. But he cannot do this unless he gets
agreements, and these he cannot get unless we accept the terms, too.
So, your leverage is ample.

Your Posture.

Since the first session is partly a psychological exercise, you should
show that you know what you want and have a systematic approach
to the week’s work. He will try to get you off-stride with jokes and in-
terruptions. You should return to the point you wanted to make when
he is through.

In your remarks you should stress:
—The unique character of this meeting in our relations—long

preparation, relative equality of power, concrete issues;
—The unique opportunity of this meeting to speak frankly about

our responsibilities as great powers, to demonstrate that the benefits
of peace and practical cooperation transcend differences in philosophy
and systems;

—The importance you put on discussing not only the very 
specific and important subjects on which we want to try to agree 
but also how we go beyond these agreements to the “traffic rules” 
of the nuclear age—restraint, respect for interests, resisting tempta-
tions to accumulate tactical advantages, greater contact among 
peoples;

—The fact that we have an open society where debate is vigorous,
especially in an election year, but the essential unity of the American
people in supporting the quest for a stable world order on which you
are embarked;

—The importance of personal contact of top leaders but the rec-
ognition that what we want to build should endure regardless of 
personalities.

Caution: Do not initiate any reminiscence of your talks with
Khrushchev. Brezhnev may do so by mentioning again that he met you
in 1959. If the subject does come up, simply note that we are 13 years
further along and that the nature of our discussions has changed with
the times.
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You should avoid:

—The impression that you are under pressure to settle everything
at these meetings this week.

—Lengthy justification of what we are doing in Vietnam; a crisp
explanation that we are doing what we must to protect our interests
and will continue it will impress Brezhnev even if he can’t endorse it.

255. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1

Salzburg, Austria, May 22, 1972.

SUBJECT

Moscow Politics and Brezhnev’s Position

Very recent developments in Moscow indicates that Brezhnev has
encountered certain problems regarding his foreign policy, but he 
has apparently maneuvered successfully to overcome them for the 
moment.

—The full Central Committee was called into special plenary to
hear a report by Brezhnev. The list of speakers in the debate contained
mostly his cronies and Marshal Grechko. There is a suggestion in a sen-
sitive intercept that Brezhnev used his friend Grechko to justify his 
military policies, including SALT.

—A Brezhnev associate who is in charge of foreign policy in the
Party machine, Ponomarev, was elevated to the Politburo as a “candi-
date” member.

—The man reputedly the chief critic of Brezhnev’s Western poli-
cies has been given the job of deputy chairman of the Council of Min-
isters (deputy premier, one of several). This man, Shelest, is currently
the powerful party boss of the Ukraine, and it is highly doubtful that
he will retain that position. He may even lose his seat on the Politburo
since no deputy premier has such a seat.
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Thus, there has clearly been last-minute maneuvering in Moscow,
in which Brezhnev has succeeded in bolstering his position. This will
not mean that he is a free agent. But he currently seems stronger than
ever. Passage of the German treaty undoubtedly also helped him. Al-
most certainly, he views his encounters with you, in which he will be
the dominant Soviet participant, as a further boost. He should be quite
self-confident and act very much the boss.

256. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1

Moscow, May 22, 1972.

SUBJECT

Sadat Letter to Brezhnev

[1 paragraph (51⁄2 lines of source text) not declassified]
[1 line of source text not declassified] The letter is another reflection

of Sadat’s frustration with a situation in which the openings for move-
ment seem virtually nil. It is also an expression of his concern that the
Soviet leaders at the summit talks may tacitly or otherwise agree to
leave the Arab-Israeli situation as it now stands.

Although Sadat did not refer directly to the possibility of an agree-
ment to limit the quality or quantity of arms supplies to Egypt and Is-
rael, he clearly is concerned that such an agreement might be discussed
at the summit. The thrust of his argument is that the balance of power
between the Arabs and Israel can only be shifted if Egypt is provided
with the means to develop an offensive capability in the air. Failing
this, he claims, the Israelis and the United States will be able to freeze
the present situation indefinitely. He cites a variety of evidence to sup-
port his belief that this is, in fact, Israeli and U.S. policy now.

Sadat pointed to King Hussein’s proposal for an eventual Pales-
tine entity as an especially dangerous example of the way in which the
U.S. and Israel are working. He also included an implied complaint
about the willingness of the Soviets to allow Jews of military age and
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technical qualifications to emigrate to Israel. Sadat’s language indicates
that he remains deeply worried that world attention will turn away
from the Middle East, leaving him with what he calls “a border dis-
pute” which would lack international support and which would lead
to direct negotiations and “defeat.”

Here too, Sadat is subtly reminding the Soviets that in talking to
the United States, they should not be led into any arrangement that
provides for direct negotiations. For his part, he tried to reassure Brezh-
nev, that he will stick to his “firm decision” to reject negotiations with
Israel, if the Soviets will stand firm against U.S. blandishments or pres-
sures. In other words, he will not undercut Moscow by again using the
U.S. as an intermediary. He also asserted, however, that if the Soviets
continue to fail to change the terms of power between Egypt and Is-
rael, Soviet objectives and even the existence of the “progressive” Arab
regimes may be threatened.

On the whole, Sadat’s is not a strong letter. It does not offer any-
thing new. It is defensive in tone and very much the plea of a worried
client to his patron rather than an argument presented by one partner
to another in whom he has real confidence. The Soviet leaders may
agree up to a point with Sadat’s reasoning but they will hardly wel-
come his implicit suggestions that their present policy is a failure.

It is still doubtful that under present circumstances, the Soviets
will run the risks involved in providing Egypt with the kind of effec-
tive, offensive air power Sadat wants. There are indications, however,
in the Soviet-Egyptian communiqué following Sadat’s Moscow visit
last week that the Soviets are now willing to give at least some rhetor-
ical support to the line Sadat took in this letter. The communiqué omit-
ted the usual stress on the defensive character of Soviet military sup-
port for Egypt and supported the view that, in the absence of a
settlement, the Arabs have “every reason to use other means” than ne-
gotiations to regain territory lost to Israel. Despite that language, there
is nothing in Sadat’s letter or the communiqué to point to any new
diplomatic initiative by the Soviets or the Egyptians.
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257. Memorandum of Conversation1

Moscow, May 22, 1972, 6:15–8:10 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Leonid I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU
The President
Viktor Sukhodrev, Soviet Interpreter (notetaker)

General Secretary Brezhnev: I should like first of all to greet you,
Mr. President, on the occasion of this visit to our country and to ex-
press gratification that as a result of protracted preparatory work the
summit talks between our two countries have begun.2

Before setting out several considerations on the substance of the
questions that we will be discussing with you, I should like to ask you
how you feel. Are you tired?

The President: I am fine. The hardest thing in these trips is the
time difference. The first says you simply don’t know when to get up
and when to go to bed.

General Secretary Brezhnev: I certainly know what that feeling is.
I have experienced it on many occasions too. For that matter, I don’t
even have to leave the Soviet Union to experience it. After all the time
difference between say Moscow and Khabarovsk is seven hours.

The President: We experience that in our own country when we
fly from Washington to California, though there the time difference is
only five hours.

General Secretary Brezhnev: I should like to observe that I have
known you for a long time, Mr. President, ever since your visit to the
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1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 487, Pres-
ident Trip Files, The President’s Conversations in Salzburg, Moscow, Tehran, and War-
saw, May 1972, Part 1. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes Only. The meeting was
held in the General Secretary’s Office in the Kremlin. According to the President’s Daily
Diary, the meeting was from 6:18 to 8:18 p.m. (Ibid., White House Central Files)

2 Haldeman’s diary recorded that the Presidential party’s first surprise after arriv-
ing in Moscow was the same kind that they had in China. “As soon as we got into the
Kremlin and settled down, P was whisked off to meet with Brezhnev in his office.” (The
Haldeman Diaries, p. 462) Nixon described this first meeting in his memoirs, saying that
he and Brezhnev sat down on opposite sides of a long table with the Soviet translator
Viktor Sukhodrev at the end. The President recalled: “There had been concern expressed
that I should have a State Department translator present also. But I knew that Sukho-
drev was a superb linguist who spoke English as well as he did Russian, and I felt 
Brezhnev would speak more freely if only one other person was present.” He noted that
Brezhnev had “warmed perceptibly” during the meeting as he had begun to talk about
the advantages of developing a personal relationship between the two of them. (RN:
Memoirs, p. 610)
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Soviet Union in connection with the U.S. exhibit. There is even a pho-
tograph that shows me among others during your conversation with
Khrushchev.

The President: I have seen that photograph. I must say the Gen-
eral Secretary has not changed at all since then. But on that occasion
you didn’t have a chance to speak.

General Secretary Brezhnev: That’s right. On that occasion I took
no part in the conversation at all. But of course even apart from that
meeting you and I know one another as politicians. And politicians
usually know one another through the policies they pursue.

Let me now tell you, Mr. President, that we attach great impor-
tance to our talks with you and we intend to conduct these talks re-
gardless of the questions that come up for discussion in a spirit of com-
plete frankness, of an open and honest expression of our position and
our views. We are hoping that you for your part will respond in kind.
Only this, only such mutual frankness can create the necessary pre-
requisites for mutual understanding and a favorable atmosphere for
the development of our cooperation.

As regards the substance of our talks, I believe we should bring to
the fore those questions which would serve the cause of improving re-
lations between our countries. I believe that it is this that both the Amer-
ican and the Soviet peoples are expecting of us. Moreover, the achieve-
ment between us of agreements which would promote the improvement
of Soviet-American relations would undoubtedly be welcomed not only
by your own peoples but also by the peoples of other countries.

I should like further to say the following. Obviously, Mr. Presi-
dent, you know as well as we do that there is in the world no small
number of opponents of the strengthening of cooperation between the
USSR and the USA. There is no need for me to name them—this is eas-
ily understood even without that. They are acting under various guises
and pretexts—but they are acting vigorously. The fact that we are con-
ducting negotiations with you and the very fact of our meeting is a
worthy rebuff to such circles.

We attach great importance to our discussions also by virtue of the
fact that objectively the Soviet Union and the United States hold a very
prominent place in the world. We procede from the assumption that
the achievement of a certain measure of accord between us in the case
of these negotiations would have a most serious significance for the
shaping of the international situation and for determining the direc-
tion which the development of international relations will take toward
a lasting peace or toward a new war. I should like to say outright (and
you probably know this perfectly well yourself) that the organizing of
such a meeting as the one that has now commenced between us was
not an easy thing.
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I do not wish to be insincere: For us, the organizing of such a meet-
ing was greatly complicated by the actions of the United States in Viet-
nam. The war which the United States has for many years now been
waging in Vietnam has left a deep imprint in the soul of our people
and in the hearts of all Soviet people. To take in these circumstances
serious steps to develop Soviet-American relations was for us not at
all an easy thing.

However, I do not intend, at this time especially, to dwell on the
Vietnam issue. We will probably have some more time for this later.

A great deal of complexity is also brought in by the situation in
the Middle East in connection with the Israeli aggression against the
Arab countries, the unwillingness of Israel to carry out the decisions
of the United Nations and to vacate the captured Arab territory, and
in connection with the extensive assistance rendered to Israel by the
United States in the form of supplies of offensive weapons and through
other means.

But this question also has another side to it. The preliminary con-
tacts and discussions that we have had on this problem give certain
grounds to believe that we can reach some kind of common approach
and even now to formalize some kind of understanding relating to the
Middle East.

And it is necessary to achieve such understanding, for the situation
in the Middle East is an explosive one. If we let the events run their
course war may start anew. And all of the good work that we want to
do with you may turn out to be thrown far back. Do you or we need
that? Obviously we don’t. That means we have to reach agreement.

But this question too is not one on which I should like at this time
to dwell in a concrete manner. For this too we shall probably have some
time later.

At this moment we can state with gratification that in spite of
everything, thanks to the constructive efforts made by both sides—the
Soviet and the American—and thanks to the certain restraint and re-
alism in these situations (and there have been such situations) we have
succeeded in preparing this meeting and the Soviet-American summit
talks have begun.

On the whole, summarizing the above, I should like to tell you,
Mr. President, that without cancelling our sharply critical attitude to
several points in the present American policy, we do see nonetheless
in our talks with you a possibility to exert fruitful influence on the en-
tire international situation, a possibility to clear a road leading to the
settlement of several complex problems and to strengthen the peace
that all nations require so much.

Turning now to the concrete content and probable results of our
talks as they appear to us at this time, I should like first of all to say
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how highly we value the great, many-sided, and fruitful work that has
been done by both sides and the course of a long period of time in or-
der to elaborate and reach agreement on Soviet-American relations in
many important questions.

Rarely has it been the case in the past that summit talks of this
kind have been so carefully prepared in advance.

And here I want first of all to say that a very great achievement
has been the elaboration of the document on “The Basic Principles of
Relations Between the USSR and the USA.”3 This is a principled and
fundamental document. If it is treated not as a formal piece of paper
but as the basic document regulating the development of our relations
(and we conceive of no other approach) this document can become, as
it were, a foundation of a new era in relations between the USSR and
the USA.

In my conversations with Dr. Kissinger I have already said, and I
should like to repeat this to you, that the name of President Roosevelt
who was linked with the normalization of relations between the United
States and the Soviet state in 1934 and with the fighting collaboration
of our peoples in the struggle against the Nazi aggressors in World War
II is warmly cherished in the memory of Soviet people. I believe that
no less appreciation among the peoples would be enjoyed also by
statesmen who in the present complex situation mustered sufficient
courage, realism and good will to lead Soviet-American relations into
the channel of broad and many-sided cooperation to the good of the
Soviet and the American peoples, to the good of all peoples, to the good
of universal peace.

It is not to be ruled out that in the future when we shall have
passed on to the practical implementation of the good principles and
good intentions set out in our joint document on “The Basic Principles
of Relations” there may arise a need for more frequent and regular con-
tacts and exchanges of views on one level or another—particularly in
the event of some accute or crisis-like situations. Maybe it would 
be worthwhile thinking over the form that such regular contacts could
assume.

Out of the remaining and quite impressive list of elaborated bi-
lateral agreements, I think we should emphasize the agreements relat-
ing to the limitation of strategic arms. We are both fully aware, Mr.
President, of the immense effort that was required in order to prepare
these agreements. I am sure that we are both fully aware of how use-
ful it has been from the standpoint of the direct national interests of
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our two states and in terms of their influence on the general interna-
tional climate.

I have received a report to the effect that two or three specific
points now remain unresolved. Our delegates in Helsinki have not
succeeded in keeping with them. I should like to express confidence
that you and we will be able to bring this matter to a logical and suc-
cessful outcome.

The President: This is something that you and I have to do, 
Mr. General Secretary. It is we who should settle the really difficult
questions.

General Secretary Brezhnev: I believe that perhaps it is simply a
case of some misunderstanding arising between our representatives in
Helsinki. All that has already been done should enable us to success-
fully complete the job. Perhaps indeed you and we should look into
the matter.

The President: The positions seem to be very close right now. As
for those two or three points that remain outstanding, we should try
and see whether we can find a way of breaking the deadlock.

I have studied the history of the relationships between Stalin and
Roosevelt, and also to a lesser extent, between Stalin and Churchill,
and I have found that during the war differences would arise between
their subordinates, but then at top level these differences were usually
overcome. It is that kind of relationship that I should like to establish
with the General Secretary.

General Secretary Brezhnev: I would be only too happy and I am
perfectly ready on my side.

The President: If we leave all the decisions to the bureaucrats we
will never achieve any progress.

General Secretary Brezhnev: Then we would simply perish.
The President: They would simply bury us in paper.
General Secretary Brezhnev: I should now like, so to say, in a par-

ticularly confidential way, to express one thought. Despite all the pos-
itive significance of the agreements achieved on ABM systems and on
offensive types of arms, we have to admit that by themselves such
agreements do not lessen the danger of the outbreak of nuclear war.
And such a danger cannot fail to cause concern in the minds of many
millions of people both in your country and in ours. In the agreements
that have now been elaborated by us jointly and will be signed people
will not find an answer to this question which is causing them con-
cern. I am now giving you these observations so to say as food for
thought, and not for public discussion.

The President: Even with those limitations that we are assuming
we still have enough arms to kill one another many times over.
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General Secretary Brezhnev: Exactly. That is why when we looked
into the meaning of all that we have already done, we came to the con-
clusion that although all this is very useful we ought to raise before
you the question of achieving agreement on the non-use against one
another of nuclear arms. We placed this question before you in a pre-
liminary way hoping that you would give us your view on this mat-
ter. I should like to hope for a positive attitude on your part. I believe
that an obligation of this kind could serve as a good example for oth-
ers and promote the invigoration of the international situation.

You may of course say that the situation is complicated by the fact
that you and we have our allies. But I believe that all this can be set-
tled for the sake of delivering our peoples from the threat of nuclear
war. An agreement of this kind would have an important and indeed
an epoch-making significance. Naturally, I am not asking you to reply
to my question right now. I merely wanted to emphasize the impor-
tance of an agreement of this kind. Such an agreement would provide
an impetus for the further advance along the road on the physical re-
duction of the volumes of armaments. I trust you will agree Mr. Pres-
ident that only a radical solution of the problem—the destruction of
nuclear weapons—can really rid the peoples of the threat of nuclear
war. This would be a tremendous achievement. Our position is that
this is what we should strive for.

The President: I think you told Kissinger that this would be a
peaceful bomb.4 As you admit, there does exist a very serious problem
concerning consultations with our allies. But after recently receiving a
personal message from you at Camp David, I asked Kissinger quietly
to work on this problem with some of my White House staff so that a
little later we could discuss the matter to see where we could go. For
the time being we do not want to put this question into the hands of
our bureaucracy who would immediately find lots of difficulties and
obstacles in it. In the early stages we would like to study the matter
quietly. I would like to take up this matter a little later but not at a ple-
nary meeting.

General Secretary Brezhnev: Very well. We have almost a full week
at our disposal. During the forthcoming negotiations which I trust will
procede normally and in a good way we shall certainly be able to come
back to this matter.

The President: I do not mean that you and I should waste our time
on various words and phrases; that is something that Kissinger, Do-
brynin and Gromyko can do. We could give them some general ideas
to work on. This applies both to this particular matter and to others.
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General Secretary Brezhnev: We shall seek to achieve agreement in
principle and then we could entrust the concrete formulations to others.

I should like further to say a few words about Europe. I would
very much like you to be very clear in your mind, Mr. President, that
the Europe policy of the Soviet Union pursues the most honest and
constructive goals and is devoid of any subterfuges—even though there
is certainly no lack in the wide world of people who want to muddy
the water and propound all sorts of pernicious fabrications. The Russ-
ian people and all the other peoples of the Soviet Union have suffered
quite enough from wars that have originated on the European soil. We
do not want this to be repeated anew. We want to rule out such a pos-
sibility. That is the objective of our Europe policy. I believe that the
United States too cannot be interested in a repetition of all that has hap-
pened in the past. We believe that the United States is in sympathy
with the achievement of détente in Europe and the strengthening of
European peace. If that is so then you and we have before us a vast
scope for cooperation to these ends. And we are hoping that it will be
carried into effect under the hallmark of good will and a constructive
approach. This hope of ours rests on a certain degree of practical ex-
perience. We do genuinely value the cooperation that we had with you
at the time of the preparation of the agreement on West Berlin. We also
value the steps taken by the American side to promote the ratification
of the treaties signed by the Federal Republic of Germany with the So-
viet Union and Poland. Permit me to express the hope that you and
we will continue that good practice in matters including the prepara-
tion of the all-Europe conference.

As regards that conference I should like to say the following. This
question too we seek to approach as realists. It is obvious that it will
not prove possible to solve all the complex problems existing in Eu-
rope at one go. But we would think that such a conference if it passes
successfully can lay a good foundation for cooperation between all Eu-
ropean states.

I believe there is nothing in this that could be opposed by the
United States or Canada.

We have on many occasions spoke publicly on this matter and I
should not like to take up your time with a repetition of what has 
already been said. I believe we could discuss this matter in greater 
detail later and find mutual understanding.

I believe it would be a good thing to register our common posi-
tive attitude to the conference in the joint communiqué which will re-
flect the results of our talks. Such mutual understanding would have
great meaning and significance.

The President: This is more a matter of form than substance. I was
discussing this question on my way to Moscow with Kissinger and
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Rogers. I think we could reach understanding and that includes the
question of timing. The other European countries will certainly be ex-
pecting us to mention this subject in our communiqué so we have to
find a way of doing it.

General Secretary Brezhnev: I believe they will certainly be ex-
pecting us to do so. I also feel that we could agree without any public
announcement to begin consultations on matters relating to the all-
Europe conference on a bilateral basis.

I will not now go into the details of other matters of interest to us.
There are many of them and of course they all have great significance
for the development of cooperation between us. I want to say that I
highly appreciate the fact that the President has agreed personally to
sign many of the bilateral agreements that have been prepared. This
will be of very great significance.

The President: I think the most important agreements are the ones
relating to SALT. I feel they should be signed by the two of us. Also
important will be the agreements on space, the environment and trade.
I would be prepared to sign all of them. But I understand that you may
want some of them to be signed by Kosygin or Podgorny.

General Secretary Brezhnev: I would say that the most important
document will be “The Basic Principles of Relations between the USSR
and the USA.”

The President: Yes, of course. And that’s a document that should
also be signed by us both. As for the SALT agreements, as I see it, you
have the same responsibility in your country for military matters as I
have in mine as Commander-in-Chief.

General Secretary Brezhnev: Some agreements on our side will be
signed by Comrade Podgorny and Comrade Kosygin.

Permit me in conclusion to say a few words on the procedure of our
further talks. On our side the plenary meetings will be conducted by
myself, Podgorny and Kosygin. Naturally, if the President should wish
to meet separately with Podgorny, Kosygin, or myself, such meetings
can be arranged.

The President: I feel it would be important for me to have an early
meeting with the General Secretary to consider unresolved issues such
as, for instance, the outstanding points relating to the SALT agreements
and also to have a confidential talk on the Vietnam problem. That ques-
tion is one that you and I should discuss between the two of us. But
on the whole, I am ready to follow your advice.

We would not like the question of “The Basic Principles” to be
brought up at a plenary meeting because many of our side have sim-
ply not been informed of it. I trust we can make to appear as if this
question arose and was settled in the course of the discussions during
this week. I hope you will help us play this out in this way. We would
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not like to say openly tomorrow that you and we have arranged every-
thing in advance.

General Secretary Brezhnev: Then perhaps tomorrow we could
mention the questions of limiting strategic armaments and several oth-
ers. As regards the question of “The Basic Principles” it would be a bit
awkward for me to discuss it without Podgorny and Kosygin.

The President: No, you can certainly feel free to discuss it with
your colleagues any time. I was merely mentioning the difficulties 
on your side. We’ve not said anything yet to our Secretary of State for
instance.

General Secretary Brezhnev: Maybe we could then start out by say-
ing that it would be a good thing to find some form of registering our
common desire to achieve an improvement in our relations. In other
words, we could sort of raise the matter in general terms.

The President: I agree. On the whole, I would say that where we
face the most difficult questions it’s best to have a discussion between
two people and where the questions are easy to take in a broader group.
I would suggest that kind of division of labor.

General Secretary Brezhnev: I will consult with my comrades and
give you a reply tomorrow.

I would now like to express the hope that your visit to Moscow,
Leningrad and Kiev will be interesting, pleasant and useful.

The President: We appreciate very much the wonderful welcome
and the beautiful quarters we have been given.5

Like you, Mr. General Secretary, I have met with the leaders of
many states. But like you I too am aware that this meeting is of the
greatest importance because you and I represent the two most power-
ful nations of the world. Of course, we have our differences, but the
important thing in terms of the future of our two peoples and the fu-
ture of the world is for the leaders of the two most powerful nations
to be able to meet one another face to face. If we achieve a situation
where such meetings become possible we shall be able to move for-
ward toward mutual understanding on important issues. And then
even if we still have differences on some other matters they will not
lead to violence. This will be a great achievement. I believe it is true
that peace is at least as important as war, and if the leaders of our two
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5 After describing the President’s “grandiose” suite in the palace of the Tsars’ Apart-
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countries could cooperate in time of war it is surely even more im-
portant for us to cooperate in time of peace.

General Secretary Brezhnev: We must not only cooperate, we must
act in such a way as to prevent the possibility of war breaking out any-
where and not just between us.

The President: I believe the greatest danger is not in a war directly
between our two countries, but in a situation where we would be
dragged against our will into wars breaking out in completely differ-
ent areas of the world. That is what we should try to avoid.

General Secretary Brezhnev: I think we should try and avoid all
that is linked with war.

[The meeting then adjourned.]6

6 Brackets in the source text. Haldeman’s diary recorded that the dinner, which the
meeting delayed for 2 hours, went very well, although the “toasts were mediocre.” He
wrote that after he got back from the dinner, the President called him to his room at
about 11:30 and reviewed the day, especially the meeting with Brezhnev and the way it
was set up. Nixon told him that they had “to carry the line on these, there's no problem
by this kind of thing and not [to] let Rogers create one.” Haldeman complained that they
had a terrible time getting the American press to the right place at the right time—for
instance, they had not gotten to the “Brezhnev thing” in time to get a photo. He noted
that the Soviets were not cooperative in these areas and apparently did not understand
“the problem we have in dealing with our press.” (The Haldeman Diaries, p. 462)

258. Editorial Note

At 3:30 a.m. on May 23, 1972, President Nixon scrawled notes in
preparation for what he wanted to say at his next meeting with Gen-
eral Secretary Brezhnev. He began: “Let us talk frankly: We have had
a familiar rivalry. We are great powers—We are rivals—We have dif-
ferent goals—philosophies. Historically this means war—We have
never fought a war—Neither will win a war—. Our interests will not
be served—Our people do not want war.” Nixon wrote that they were
at the summit because their national interests would be served. Re-
garding arms, each side had an advantage in some areas, but neither
could or would let the other get one. An arms race was one “no one
wins except those who have [the] good sense to stay out of it. Let us 
protect our security. . . . Let us reduce [the] chances of being dragged 
into war—when our direct interests are not involved.” He noted the
history of great powers being dragged into wars they should have
avoided.
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The President wrote that the United States would end the Vietnam
war with the “least embarrassment” to the Soviet Union. It should put
itself in the place of the United States with 50,000 dead, 250,000
wounded, and 1,500 missing in action. It might say get out, but this
would not happen “when we could finish [the war] in an afternoon.”
Nixon wrote that the United States sought no bases, but did seek
honor—a cease-fire, return of POWs, and the war would stop. It would
not go further at the peace conference, but it would go further on the
battlefield. He noted that a Vietnam settlement would open up coop-
eration on all other issues. The two sides “must think big” by reduc-
ing arms, doubling trade, and respecting neutrality. “Let’s win a great
victory for both [sides].” The President wrote that sentiment about
peace and friendship wouldn’t settle their differences, but respectful
discussion about those differences was the way to a settlement which
could build a new world. He had come to the summit because “peace
is in our interest.” They must be strong and negotiate—no unilateral
disarmament. “We must have faith in ourselves—our country and our
future. . . . To withdraw means an unsafe world.” (National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Special Files, President’s Per-
sonal Files, Box 75, President’s Speech File, May 22–29, 1972, Russia)

259. Memorandum of Conversation1

Moscow, May 23, 1972, 11 a.m.–1 p.m.

FIRST PLENARY SESSION

PARTICIPANTS

US
The President
The Secretary of State
Ambassador Beam
Dr. Kissinger
Mr. Flanigan
Mr. Hillenbrand
Mr. Ziegler
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1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 487, Pres-
ident Trip Files, The President’s Conversations in Salzburg, Moscow, Tehran, and War-
saw, May 1972, Part 1. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Krimer. The meeting was held in St.
Catherine’s Hall, Grand Kremlin Palace. According to the President’s Daily Diary, the
meeting was from 11:04 a.m. to 1:04 p.m. (Ibid., White House Central Files)
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Mr. Sonnenfeldt
Mr. Hyland
Mr. Matlock
Mr. Krimer, interpreter

USSR
Leonid T. Brezhnev, Secretary General, Communist Party of the Soviet Union
Nikolai V. Podgorny, Chairman, Presidium of USSR Supreme Soviet
Aleksei N. Kosygin, Chairman, USSR Council of Ministers
Andrei A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs
Vasily V. Kuznetsov, First Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs
Anatoly F. Dobrynin, Ambassador to the US
Leonid M. Zamyatin, Director General, TASS
Andrei M. Aleksandrov-Agentov, Aide to Brezhnev
Georgy M. Korniyenko, Chief, USA Division, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Viktor M. Sukhodrev, Interpreter
German Gventsadze, Note taker

Brezhnev welcomed the President and his colleagues to the Krem-
lin for the first plenary meeting and expressed the hope that the 
talks, which he had begun with the President the day before,2 would
be successful.

The range of questions for discussion during the President’s offi-
cial visit to the Soviet Union had been set forth generally in the Presi-
dent’s and Podgorny’s speeches at dinner the evening before,3 and also
during the private talk he had with the President. Brezhnev wished to
emphasize again that the Soviet Union attaches great importance to
this meeting and is deeply aware of the responsibility both sides bear.
The meeting is being held under very complicated circumstances, at a
time when many issues between us have not been resolved. This im-
poses a very great responsibility on all participants. Bilateral relations
will be an important, even dominant, part of the talks. The prepara-
tory work has been well done. However, he wished to emphasize that
we cannot conduct the talks without regard for the present interna-
tional situation, and indeed have no right to do so. The whole world,
and above all the peoples of the two countries, expect tangible results
from these talks, results which will produce not increased tension but
a real détente, not only between our nations, but also throughout the
world. Both sides are duty-bound to take this into account.

In touching upon the international situation, Brezhnev recalled his
conversation with the President the day before, in which he had em-
phasized that in the present situation, which had been particularly com-
plicated in recent weeks, it had not been easy for the Soviet Union to
make the decision to proceed with the summit meeting. However, pro-
ceeding from its desire to settle all matters by negotiation rather than
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by confrontation, the Soviet Union had decided to go ahead with the
summit meeting and is prepared to engage in businesslike discussions
leading to successful results.

Podgorny’s speech at the May 22 dinner in the President’s honor
and also the President’s response provide grounds for hope—and in-
deed for confidence—that the talks will be constructive and will result
in mutually acceptable decisions. The Soviet Union is approaching
these talks prepared to discuss all problems—even the most acute
ones—in a frank and honest way in order to achieve a better under-
standing and move ahead to appropriate solutions. He hopes the Pres-
ident will follow the same approach.

The Soviet Union values highly the cooporation of the two coun-
tries exhibited recently in a number of fields, which has enabled us to
settle several important issues. He believes this provides a good ex-
ample for our future relations. He has in mind the cooperation of the
two countries in working out an agreement on West Berlin. He appre-
ciates the help rendered in support of West German ratification of its
treaties with the Soviet Union and Poland. These are indeed good ex-
amples of cooperation between us. Brezhnev also emphasized that this
kind of cooperation was greatly appreciated not only by his colleagues
present at the table, but also by his Party and by the Soviet people.

In addition, he paid tribute to the President and to those on both
sides who have taken part in preparing this meeting. A great deal of
work has already been done to bring our positions closer to final agree-
ment on such important matters as strategic arms limitations, which
have been the subject of negotiations for more than two years, and also
on other questions which will probably be completed at these talks. Fi-
nally, he again urged an effort to find satisfactory solutions to out-
standing problems in order to justify the hopes for this meeting held
by the Soviet people, the American people, and the people of the whole
world. The eyes of the whole world are on these discussions.

Proceeding to practical matters, Brezhnev suggested that he and
the President each agree to instruct a representative to draw up a work-
ing plan for the rest of the discussions, indicating the questions to be
discussed each day, and thus providing a schedule for each meeting.
There are many questions to be discussed, some of which are already
at a final stage, while others require additional discussion and clarifi-
cation. Therefore, he proposed that a representative of each side meet
to draw up a working plan. Brezhnev had in mind not simply an
agenda, but also such matters as scheduling the signing of documents.

Brezhnev then asked the President for his views on the forthcom-
ing talks and the questions he had raised.

The President said he first wished to express appreciation for the
hospitality we have received, and for the cooperative spirit of the peo-
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ple on both sides in preparing for the present meeting. The President
approved the idea of breaking into smaller groups, since some prob-
lems require a great deal of additional discussion and finally hard de-
cisions. As he had told the General Secretary the day before, it will be
much easier for two or three or four people to hold these discussions
and arrive at decisions, than for a group of, say, twenty. The President
added that both Brezhnev and he would doubtless wish to consult with
their colleagues before making decisions.

Regarding procedure, the President suggested that Dr. Kissinger
meet with whomever the General Secretary selected to set up an agenda
for the talks and then submit it for final approval to the General Sec-
retary and himself.

Brezhnev said that he would appoint Foreign Minister Gromyko
to meet with Dr. Kissinger.

The President said that he considered it a good idea to get the var-
ious proposals ready for signing or announcement. We can proceed to
sign those agreements which have been reached and announce them
day by day as they are concluded.

Brezhnev agreed that it would be good to take these matters in turn.
The President said they might then be able to announce at the end

of each day that the sides had met and had completed certain agree-
ments. This could be reported in the morning papers here and would
also fit the press situation in our country.

Brezhnev said he agreed in principle to this procedure.
The President said that if the General Secretary could designate

appropriate persons for signing the various documents, he would also
do the same for the U.S.

Brezhnev agreed, saying that this can be worked out in the meet-
ings as they proceed.

The President said that he would sign some agreements and some
would be appropriate for Secretary Rogers to sign. As he had told the
General Secretary, he was particularly interested in signing some of the
agreements himself.

The President reviewed where we stand. As the General Secretary
had indicated yesterday and had said again today, we are fortunate in
that a great deal of progress has been made in a number of fields. There
are still some questions, however, requiring discussion, and that will
take time. Sometimes these final decisions are the most time consum-
ing. Therefore, the idea of dividing into smaller groups is a good one.
Then in another full session we can sum up for all concerned what has
been discussed in the smaller groups.

The President thought it worth noting that in most meetings be-
tween heads of government or heads of state it was difficult to get
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enough substance to agree on and to announce at the conclusion. That
is why those who work on communiqués have difficulty finding
enough words to say nothing. But, in our case here, we are fortunate
to have matters of great substance not only to discuss but also to de-
cide. That is as it should be between Great Powers.

If it is possible at the summit meeting to work out and announce
agreements on cooperation in space, cooperation in improving the en-
vironment, a commercial agreement, and one on arms limitation, these
alone will make the meeting quite successful. We have the possibility
of reaching all of these agreements and more, provided it is possible
to work out differences in some other areas.

The President recalled the point made by the General Secretary
during their talk the previous day that this meeting is only a begin-
ning, a beginning of reaching agreements on important matters, but
still only a beginning. Important as these agreements are, they are only
a foundation. Are we to build a great room like the one we are sitting
in, or only a foundation? For example, as he and the General Secretary
had agreed yesterday, an arms limitation agreement between our two
countries will be of historic significance for the entire world, because
it will be the first time in history that the two strongest nations in the
world have made an agreement limiting their arms. However, even af-
ter an arms limitation agreement each of us would still have enough
weapons left to destroy each other many times over.

Brezhnev remarked that yesterday the President had said seven or
ten times over.

The President then mentioned a field in which Kosygin is partic-
ularly expert. We are talking about trade between our countries
amounting to several hundred million dollars. But the GNP’s of our
countries total one and a half trillion dollars. Our trade should be in
the billions. The President urged that we not think only in limited terms
of what we may negotiate here this week, but also in terms of where
we go from here to build on the foundation we have laid.

The President wished to put in a proper framework the reason he
believes we have come together and the reason he sees real chances of
progress. First, he believes we are fortunate that our representatives
have established good personal relations. For example, Ambassador
Dobrynin and Foreign Minister Gromyko, Secretary Rogers and Dr.
Kissinger all know each other well and have a friendly relationship.
Even though the President does not know the three major leaders of
the Soviet Union as well, he believes he has friendly and respectful re-
lations with each of them. In addition, other people in our government,
such as the Secretary of Commerce, the Secretary of Agriculture, the
Science Advisor and the Director of NASA have established a good
working relationship with their Soviet counterparts. This is good and
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will help us work out our problems, even though it is not the heart of
the matter.

The second important factor is that whatever agreements we work
out will be of much greater importance than agreements with smaller
countries. Without meaning in any way to disparage smaller countries,
he would point out that we have good relations with the leaders of,
say, Bolivia. Yet the agreements we work out with that country will not
make much difference to the peoples of the world. What brings us here
is the fact that we are both strong, have mutual respect, and recognize
on both sides that neither will allow the other to get an advantage in
terms of military power. There will be times when one country will
move ahead of the other in a particular field, when one will make a
breakthrough before the other does. But two peoples as strong and
large as ours are destined to deal with each other on an equal basis in
the years to come.

The President said he would like to think that each person at the
table is a sentimental man to a certain degree, but we are meeting here
not because of sentiment, but because we are pragmatic men. As prac-
tical and honest men we recognize that our systems are different and
that in many parts of the world our interests conflict. But as practical
men, we have learned the lessons of history and will not allow our-
selves to be dragged into conflict in areas peripheral to our interests.
These problems may seem important at the time, but cannot compare
in importance with the need to have good relations between the two
most powerful countries in the world.

So we see that the time has come when our two nations have an
opportunity which perhaps has not come to nations in history up to
this point. That time means that we must find ways to work together
to limit arms, to expand our economic relations for our mutual bene-
fit and also to work together in other fields such as improvement of
the environment, cooperation in outer space and others. We would con-
tinue to compete, but it can be a friendly competition in which each
side would gain rather than lose, and we can both work for the mu-
tual good.

This does not mean that settlement of differences will always be
easy. Differences are settled easily only under the dictation of the strong
to the weak. We had reached the stage in our relations—and the Pres-
ident believes this was fortunate—where we consider ourselves to be
equally strong. Therefore, we feel this opportunity is one which is
unique, not only because of what we do here on these agreements
which are important in themselves, but even more so because of the
way we view the future.

Good relations between the Soviet Union and the United States
can have an enormous effect for the good of the people of the whole
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world and above all for the good of the people of our two countries.
It is his hope that this week the personal relationships between us will
become better. We can begin the process of exploring future progress
which could make these agreements seem small in terms of what can
be accomplished in the future.

The President said he wished to close his remarks by saying what
his Soviet friends may be too polite to say. He said his reputation is of
being very hard-line and cold-war oriented.4

Kosygin remarked that he had heard this sometime back.
The President said that he has a strong belief in our system but at

the same time he respects those who believe just as strongly in their
system. There must be room in this world for two great nations with
different systems to live together and work together. We cannot do this
however, by mushy sentimentality or by glossing over differences
which exist. We can do it only by working out real problems in a con-
crete fashion, determined to place our common interests above our 
differences.

For example, the President wished to see the discussions on trade
produce some options for the future. The results of the talks should
not be limited to what he would call nit-picking agreements with lim-
ited objectives. They should look ahead to long-range goals.

Brezhnev said that in general on all the questions that would be
discussed here, he anticipates far-reaching decisions worthy of the
stature of our two nations, and not just short-term arrangements. He
hopes that we will be able to sign some agreements here that would
be tangible and really be felt by the peoples of our two countries. For
example, if we can talk in terms of a 3–4 billion dollar credit for 25
years at 2 percent per annum, things will move along very rapidly 
indeed. This will also make it possible to solve major problems for 
the US in terms of large supplies of gas and oil, timber and other 
products.

Kosygin interjected “not to mention vodka.”
Brezhnev concluded by saying that an agreement for 20–25 years

on gas, for example, would really constitute a major long-term step.
Podgorny took up the vodka theme, remarking that as for vodka,

the US produces an ersatz product. Smirnoff may have been a Russian
vodka years ago, but now it is an imitation.
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Brezhnev remarked that America is indeed backward in vodka.
Perhaps someone in America could be given a monopoly right to sell
Russian vodka and suggested that perhaps he and Dr. Kissinger could
found a company for that purpose.

The President said Dr. Kissinger already makes enough money at
his job.

The President then raised a matter on which he wished Secretary
Rogers to comment since he meets with Congress a great deal. The Pres-
ident said, in regard to commercial relations, there must be a beginning
and such questions as interest rates and credit terms must be discussed.
But this is a matter for specialists. The SALT negotiations going on for
more than two years have shown how hard it is to negotiate. However,
the very reputation to which he had alluded earlier—and which Kosy-
gin had confirmed—would help him get support of Congress for mu-
tually beneficial matters, assuming there is progress in other areas.

The President added that the reputation which Kosygin had con-
firmed had certainly no basis in fact since he became President.

Kosygin said that each agreement, particularly an economic agree-
ment, is just a frame for the canvas on which the painting would have
to be filled in subsequently. This would require mutual trust and an
unswerving desire to implement the provisions of these agreements. He
would emphasize that everyone here and especially himself, Brezhnev,
and Podgorny, adhered to the firm policy of always strictly observing
the terms of any agreement signed by the Soviet Union. This is an im-
portant factor in the relations between our countries and this is also why
it is at the same time difficult and very easy to negotiate with the USSR.

The President said that he knows that and respects the Soviet lead-
ers for it.

Brezhnev said that the fact that our countries do not trade with
each other represents an enormous loss for each of us and he cannot
understand why this waste has been permitted to continue. In terms
of commerce, the Soviet Union is not a country like Norway or Swe-
den or Finland or Holland or even Bolivia. It is the Soviet Union, a
country with a vast territory and enormous economic wealth, a stable
market and a steadily developing economy. It always has something
to buy and sell. It is hard to say why we have wasted opportunities
and not traded with each other more. He is gratified to hear what the
President said on these matters and thinks that we should discuss the
subject further.

Podgorny referred to the President’s remark that in two years of
SALT we had learned how difficult it is to negotiate. He believes there
is no comparison between SALT and the other matters under discussion.
SALT deals with a very special set of problems which are considerably
more complicated and of greater importance for the US and the Soviet
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Union, and for other countries, than the problems involved in work-
ing out agreements on cooperation in space or on improving the envi-
ronment or on trade. For this reason these questions can be resolved
more easily. Yet at the same time, they too are issues of importance and
he mentions this only to put SALT into proper perspective.

Brezhnev remarked that while they are less important than the se-
curity issues involved in SALT, they are very close to the hearts of our
people.

Podgorny repeated that SALT involved questions of national se-
curity and therefore it is more difficult to deal with.

The President agreed that any matter which involves national sur-
vival must come first. That is why SALT must be approached with care.

Secretary Rogers referred to Podgorny’s suggestion that trade is
an easy problem. Actually trade is not such an easy matter since the
approval of Congress is necessary. Here, a general improvement of the
political climate is necessary. In some ways an increase in trade in large
amounts is almost as difficult as arms limitation. If, as a result of this
meeting, the political climate could change in such a way that the US
people and the Congress understood this, the Congress would follow
the President’s leadership and act. In the absence of political im-
provement, this would be difficult.

Podgorny agreed with the Secretary that increasing trade is also
an important problem and will not be easy. However, trade is a bilat-
eral matter of mutual benefit. It promises advantages to both countries.
It is not as vital and important as the issues involved in SALT, which
affect not just our two countries but all countries.

Kosygin said that on the question of limiting strategic arms and
more generally, nuclear arms, he felt that we are under an obligation
to resolve the issues between us. It is easier to do so now rather than
later, for the simple reason that so far our two countries have a prac-
tical monopoly in the nuclear field. Also, there is really no other alter-
native to a positive and radical solution of this problem. If we cannot
find it now, it is inevitable that others after us will find the solution.
If, however, our two countries dump in the ocean the results of the
enormous efforts of our peoples—and this is what would be involved
in another spurt of the arms race—history and our peoples will never
forgive us. On the other hand, if we do find the right solution, this will
be a great achievement for our countries and indeed for the whole
world. Therefore, no matter what difficulties we are facing, we must
and can overcome them. If both sides genuinely desire, we can over-
come these difficulties and it is imperative to do so now while our two
countries have a monopoly on nuclear weapons for all practical pur-
poses. Imagine the situation in the future if dozens of countries have
nuclear weapons in their arsenals.
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The President observed that there are potential great powers who,
if they decide to produce nuclear weapons, can do so. Within 20 or 25
years they could make such advances in nuclear weaponry as to be a
threat to both the US and the Soviet Union. He has in mind powers in
the East, particularly China and Japan. When we view this prospect, the
importance of reaching agreement now becomes even more obvious.

There are those in our country—as well as some critics in the
world—who say that the US should renounce its Mutual Defense Treaty
with Japan in the interests of peace. This is a fashionable argument.
But let us be realistic. If we consider what Japan would do in the ab-
sence of a defense commitment from the US, we come to a different
conclusion. If Japan, a country with the third largest economy in the
world, with all its frustrations, with the memory of defeat and with its
drive, is left alone, it is unlikely to go neutral—it would go nuclear.
This is a practical consideration we must bear in mind, although what
we say in public has to be different.

The President raised another issue, which so far neither he nor the
General Secretary had mentioned as a subject for our agenda: Euro-
pean questions generally, and particularly European security. He sug-
gested that Secretary Rogers and Gromyko discuss these matters, pos-
sibly with some others. Mr. Gromyko touched on this subject when he
talked with the President in Washington, and, incidentally, Chancellor
Kreisky of Austria also raised it.

Brezhnev said that at this beginning stage of the talks it has be-
come quite clear what great and important questions required discus-
sion in the next few days, and how this could change the political cli-
mate for the better in the entire world. It therefore seems to him that
the instructions to Dr. Kissinger and Minister Gromyko be reiterated
to start promptly working out some of the things we had agreed on,
to complete the work on the Freeze Agreement and the Treaty on the
Limitation of ABM Systems. It would also be necessary to give some
thought to the general principles which should lie at the basis of the
relations between our two countries. All this would contribute to
changing the political climate for the better. As the President has quite
correctly said, much in the future depends upon such a change.

Brezhnev pointed out that in addition we already have a number
of agreed positions on several questions which will also serve to im-
prove the general climate. There is the agreement on improving the en-
vironment. This is an issue very close to the hearts of people every-
where. People in Europe, in the US, in Latin America and elsewhere
have devoted a great deal of attention and attached importance to this
issue. The same could be said about cooperation in medical sciences
and public health—joint efforts to combat such diseases as cancer—
this, too, is close to the people and well understood by them. The same
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applies to cooperation in space. Perhaps even though Gromyko and
Kissinger have not yet prepared the agenda, we can proceed to sign-
ing agreements on these matters. If we can begin by signing these agree-
ments, it will gladden the hearts of the public in the Soviet Union, in
the US and in fact the world over. Something can be signed today,
something else tomorrow, and announcing these agreements in the
press will provide additional impetus to get on to larger issues.

The President concurred and repeated that there were some agree-
ments which he wishes to sign personally, like the agreement on the
environment and that some others, such as the agreements on public
health and maritime matters, will be signed by the Secretary of State.

Brezhnev welcomed the President’s desire to sign the environ-
mental agreement personally. Turning to another matter, he said it ap-
pears that our colleagues in Helsinki are unable to reach agreement on
two or three points. Perhaps he and the President should take up these
matters here, then possibly call in their colleagues from Helsinki to re-
solve the difficulties.

The President said that he would prefer to discuss this in a very
small forum, directly with the General Secretary and with anyone he
would designate. It must be the kind of an agreement that not only
preserves security, but also can be justified to Congress. Thus this is
not only a question of security, but a political question as well. Brezh-
nev agreed.

The President said that he had not meant that he and Brezhnev
would actually write the agreement. Specialists must do the drafting
since the subject is highly technical and in such an agreement even the
position of commas are important. He recalled Brezhnev’s story about
the King who intended to pardon a condemned man. He wrote the
words “Execution Impossible Pardon” on a slip of paper and handed
it to his Aide. The Aide, however, placed the comma between Execu-
tion and Impossible rather than between Impossible and Pardon, and
the man was executed.

Brezhnev said it was clear that the leaders should agree on prin-
ciples and leave drafting to the specialists. Kissinger and Gromyko will
arrange the program.

The President asked which day the signing of the SALT agree-
ments has been scheduled.

Gromyko said that SALT is scheduled tentatively for Friday.5

Kosygin said that there had been so much talk about SALT all over
the world that if a final settlement is not achieved during this visit,
people everywhere will have an unfavorable impression.
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The President suggested that this question be discussed this af-
ternoon or tomorrow morning. Kosygin thought it should be today.
Brezhnev suggested that he and the President meet at 4:00 p.m. and
then arrange a signing ceremony for the health and environment agree-
ments for 6:00 p.m. The President agreed and thought it would be good
if photographers were admitted to the signing ceremony. Brezhnev as-
sured him that there would be full media coverage.

The meeting ended about 1:00 p.m.

260. Editorial Note

In his diary entry for May 23, 1972, White House Chief of Staff
H.R. Haldeman writes: “(Rogers heard that Henry [Kissinger] would be
working on the communiqué and) [at] this point, of course, went up the
wall. After the [plenary] meeting broke, Rogers went up to Henry and
said: ‘You obviously cooked up this deal,’ and was furious. He then
went to the P and said he might as well go home. He later talked to
Ziegler and said, ‘if I’m not going to be in on writing the communiqué
and doing these things, then I’m not going to go to NATO.’ In other
words, he’s stomping around with all kinds of threats.” Haldeman
writes that Nixon met with him at 1:30. “He wanted me to talk with
Rogers, make the point that the P just delegated K to develop a work
schedule and to make some announcements of agreements, and that
anything that happens this afternoon will be on this kind of thing.”
Haldeman records that Kissinger suggested that he “should get Rogers
to assign Herrinbran [Hillenbrand?] to work with [him] on the com-
muniqué, then have it come to Rogers after they’ve developed it. Then
we agreed that the only way I could get off this was to hit Rogers on
a personal basis, and tell him you just can’t do this, and throw the
China communiqué back at him, that he tried to botch that up, all for
no reason, because the things he raised were not of any importance.
I’m not sure I’ll be able to work anything out with Rogers. I didn’t do
anything following that meeting.” Haldeman recalls that he sat with
Nixon and Kissinger at dinner that night following the evening session
“while we reviewed the whole thing, dwelling primarily on the prob-
lem with Rogers, and the P’s great concern on how to handle it. We
didn’t come up with any answers, still, and I’m not sure there are any
that we can come up with.” (The Haldeman Diaries: Multimedia Edition.
The words in italics at the beginning of this paragraph are printed in
The Haldeman Diaries, page 462, but not in the Multimedia Edition)
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261. Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)1

Moscow, May 23, 1972.

SUBJECT

SALT Status

Following has been tentatively agreed at Helsinki:
1. The Soviets will accept an agreed interpretive statement on Other

Large Phased Array Radars (OLPARS) at our proposed cut off of three
million (3 � 10 to the 6th power);

2. We will accept an agreed interpretive statement that destruction
or dismantling of old launchers must proceed when sea trials of the
new submarine begins and should be done expeditiously;

3. Both sides have shifted to accept an agreed interpretive statement
that there will be no significant increase in external silo dimensions;2

4. The U.S. reserved the right to make a unilateral statement on
the definition of heavy ICBMs (after the Soviets indicated that they
would not accept an agreed statement).3

This represents considerable movement by the Soviets and re-
solves many of the remaining issues.

1004 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 74,
Kissinger Office Files, Country Files, Europe, USSR, Moscow Summit 1972 [1 of 2]. Top
Secret; Sensitive. The memorandum is not initialed.

2 In telegram SALT VII 1364 to Washington and Moscow, May 22, Smith reported
that in two negotiating sessions that day, the Soviets maintained a firm position against
an agreed definition of heavy ICBMs but were prepared to accept an interpretative state-
ment reading: “The parties understand that in the process of modernizing and replace-
ment there would be no significant increase in the dimensions of land-based ICBM silo
launchers.” (Ibid., Box 883, SALT, SALT Talks (Helsinki), May–Aug. 1972, Vol. #18)

3 In telegram SALT VII 1367 to Washington and Moscow, May 23, Smith reported
that the U.S. delegation planned to make the following unilateral statement: “The US
delegation regrets that the Soviet delegation has not been willing to agree on a common
definition of a heavy missile. Under these circumstances, the US delegation believes it
necessary to state the following: The United States would consider any ICBM having a
volume significantly greater than that of the largest light ICBM now operational on ei-
ther side to be a heavy ICBM. The US proceeds on the premise that the Soviets will give
due account to this consideration.” (Ibid., Kissinger Office Files, Box 74, Country Files,
Europe, USSR, Moscow Summit 1972 [1 of 2])
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The SLBM issues and the location of the second Soviet ICBM de-
fense site remain unresolved.4

SLBMS

Following is current U.S. position already presented to the Sovi-
ets in Helsinki. It includes both G and H Classes.

Article III

The parties undertake to limit submarine-launched ballistic mis-
sile (SLBM) launchers and modern ballistic missile submarines to the
numbers operational and under construction on the date of signature
of this Interim Agreement, except that under agreed procedures the
parties may construct additional SLBM launchers on additional mod-
ern ballistic missile submarines as replacements for ICBM launchers of
older types constructed prior to 1964 or for SLBM launchers.

Protocol to the Interim Agreement Between the United States of Amer-
ica and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Certain Measures with Re-
spect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms:

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics, hereinafter referred to as the Parties,

Having agreed on certain limitations relating to submarine-
launched ballistic missile (SLBM) launchers and modern ballistic missile
submarines, and to replacement procedures, in the Interim Agreement,

Have agreed as follows:
1. The Parties understand that, under Article III of the Interim

Agreement, for the period during which that agreement remains in
force:

A. Subject to the provisions of subparagraph (B.) of paragraph 1
of this Protocol, the U.S. shall have no more than seven hundred ten
SLBM launchers on submarines operational and under construction
and no more than forty-four modern ballistic missile submarines op-
erational and under construction, and the USSR shall have no more
than nine hundred fifty SLBM launchers on submarines operational
and under construction and no more than sixty-two modern ballistic
missile submarines operational and under construction.

B. The U.S. and the USSR shall not exceed the above-mentioned 
limitations, except that in the process of modernization or replacement
they may, under agreed procedures, have under construction additional
SLBM launchers on additional modern ballistic missile submarines for
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4 SALT VII telegram 1367 also reported that the U.S. delegation was continuing to
press for an agreed interpretative statement on the location of ABM defenses for ICBMs,
and in conjunction with Article III on SLBM limitation was seeking an agreed interpre-
tation of SLBM launchers “operational” and “under construction.”
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replacement of equal numbers of ICBM launchers of older types con-
structed prior to 1964 or equal numbers of SLBM launchers.

2. This protocol shall be considered an integral part of the Interim
Agreement.

Done at on , 1972, in two copies, each in the En-
glish and Russian languages, both texts being equally authentic.

For the United States of America For the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics

Comment: This protocol specifies only ceilings and leaves aside what
numbers are operational or under construction. Numbers operational or un-
der construction would thus have to be handled by agreed definitions.

—Definition of “operational” would have to be framed to include
only those that have completed fitting out trials and “under construc-
tion” would have to be defined to include only those submarines 
actually in sheds. Such a definition would mean about 41–42 Y-Class 
submarines.

—Since we can make a good estimate of those submarines already
launched, no definition of “operational” is necessary, if we can agree on the
numbers “under construction.” We would need a definition that excluded
any boat not already in the sheds. Otherwise the Soviets will expand
their base number to count parts of boats not yet in actual assembly halls.

—This route of defining “operational” or “under construction”
would force the Soviet hand on how they calculated the 48 they claimed
are operational or under construction.

Ceilings

Specified ceilings for the Soviets (62 boats and 950 missiles) would
be temporarily exceeded in our proposal, because both sides can have
under construction extra boats as eventual replacements for older
launchers and dismantling would not start until completion of sea tri-
als. This allows U.S. to start ULMs without dismantling or replacement.

Numbers

Assuming for the Soviets 41 Y-Class boats and about 624 SLBMs as
of now, (36 Y-Class and 4 New Class) the dismantling of SS–7 and 8s
ICBMs would allow an additional 17 submarines and 209 missiles. At
least half of G and H would then have to be converted to reach 62 boats.

Soviet Objections To Our Proposal:

—Modern submarines do not by definition include G and H Class,
because “modern” means built after 1965.

1006 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV
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—Soviets claim they now have operational and under construc-
tion 48 modern submarines. (Seven above our present estimate.)

—This would mean an additional 14 boats could be constructed,
requiring only dismantling of 168 older ICBMs (assuming each new
boat has only 12 submarines). This would still leave Soviets short of
total of 950 launchers (i.e. a level of about 876).

Possible Compromise

1. To count as “modern” only H Class (i.e. only nuclear powered
and with ballistic missiles).

2. And to count G Class if replaced with “modern” launchers.

Our Objectives

1. To include in agreement some provision or definition so that
Soviets cannot have at least H Class fleet in current total.

2. To include provision or understanding that if G and H fitted
with “modern” missile (SS–N–6 or 8) that this will count in 950 total
launchers.

262. Memorandum of Conversation1

Moscow, May 23, 1972, 4–6 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Leonid I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU
Andrei M. Aleksandrov-Agentov, Assistant to the General Secretary
Viktor M. Sukhodrev, Interpreter

The President
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs

SUBJECT

SALT
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1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 487, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, The President’s Conversations in Salzburg, Moscow, Tehran, and War-
saw, May 1972, Part 1. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes Only. Transcribed from
Kissinger’s notes. The meeting was held in St. Catherine’s Hall, Grand Kremlin Palace.
According to the President’s Daily Diary, the meeting was from 4:05 to 5:39 p.m. (Ibid.,
White House Central Files)
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Gen Secy Brezhnev: What do you consider to be the outstanding
issues?

Dr. Kissinger: There are four areas: (1) the location of the second
Soviet ABM site, (2) the definition of “heavy” ICBM, (3) the SLBM lim-
its, and (4) mobile land-based ICBMs.

Gen Secy Brezhnev: Then Dr. Kissinger is behind events. They have
already been settled.

Dr. Kissinger: Only on the external dimensions of the silos, not
what is inside.

Gen Secy Brezhnev: [very irritably].2 You cannot put large missiles
into small holes.

Dr. Kissinger: It is more complicated than that. It is nevertheless
possible.

Gen Secy Brezhnev: No. Any change does not involve modifica-
tion of the size of the silos. Thickening the walls may look like a change
of the character of the missile but it isn’t. All the changes are within
existing procedures. Why do you raise this issue?

Dr. Kissinger: With new launch procedures it is possible to increase
the size of the missile inside the existing silos.

Gen Secy Brezhnev: [drawing diagrams] This is impossible. There
are no prospects in the foreseeable future that we will engage in ac-
tivities of this kind. We will not change the diameter of the missile. But
we change the weight/yield ratio.3

We are prepared to drop the word “significant” from the phrase
“no significant increase” [in the interpretive statement on Article II].4

1008 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV

2 All brackets in the source text.
3 In his memoirs Kissinger commented that the Moscow meetings on SALT demon-

strated that heads of government should not negotiate complex subjects, and that 
neither Nixon nor Brezhnev had mastered the technical details. This meeting took the
leaders into “the bog of seeking to define ‘heavy’ missiles.” Kissinger wrote: “To my
amazement, Brezhnev adopted a view constantly rejected by the Soviet delegation, to
the effect that there was no need to change the dimensions of Soviet silos and that the
Soviets had no intention of increasing the diameter of their missiles; this implied that
they would accept a freeze on silo dimensions as well as on missile volume. In other
words, he seemed to lean to our original proposal of months earlier, heretofore adamantly
rejected by the Soviet SALT delegation. Moreover, Brezhnev seemed to be favoring a
proposal incompatible with the weapons the Soviets were actually building. His dis-
claimer of Soviet intentions to increase the diameter of Soviet missiles also turned out
to be contrary to the facts.” (White House Years, p. 1220)

4 In backchannel message Hakto 20 to Smith in Helsinki, May 23, Kissinger re-
ported that the President had talked to Brezhnev about SALT that afternoon and that
this cable was being sent during a break in the talks. Brezhnev had said that regarding
the light/heavy missile definition issue, the Soviets were prepared to drop the “signif-
icant” between “no” and “increase” in the interpretative statement relating to Article
II. He asserted that the Soviets had no intention of increasing the size of their missiles.
Kissinger asked Smith to comment by Flash reply regarding the acceptability of Brezh-
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The President: Our concern is not the provision of silos but mod-
ernization leading to a change in the volume of these missiles. Any-
way, a change in volume cannot be verified.

Gen Secy Brezhnev: If we are trying to trick one another, why do
we need a piece of paper? We are playing clean.5 Of course, any mod-
ification involves improvement. Therefore, why do you raise the issue?
The approach of “catching each other out” is quite inadmissible. The
best they can do is improve the efficiency of existing missiles.

I will make another proposal. We will accept the 1500-kilometer
distance provision [the requirement that the second Soviet ABM site
be at least 1500 kilometers from the national capital]. We will have the
same number of sites. But ours will cover few ICBMs. We can also move
it elsewhere. We had wanted to move it to European Russia. We have
the same kind of ICBM centers as you have.

On submarines, because of the territorial differences between the
two sides, we have asked for a larger figure. If you promise not to build
new submarines, we accept your right to do so [right to convert Titans
to SLBMs].

Dr. Kissinger: I propose counting at least the number of H-Class
submarines in the Soviet figure. [He recites the figures.]

Gen Secy Brezhnev: [irritated] So you have the information on the
number of submarines we have. The U.S. proposal means that you can
build submarines to replace your old ones. You want complete free-
dom to reconstruct your entire fleet, and substitute Poseidons for Po-
laris. But we cannot accept replacement of your entire fleet.

I would agree to the following version: not to name 48 in the agree-
ment but to agree that the replacement figure is 48. It is hard to explain
to our military men if we don’t get a 7-number advantage. If you want
me to say our military men are very pleased by this method, then we
can only say that they are not.
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nev’s proposal. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 480,
President’s Trip Files, The Situation Room—President’s USSR, Iran, Austria, Poland Trip,
May–Jun 1972, HAKTO File) In his memoirs Kissinger called Brezhnev’s suggestion “a
gesture of good faith” which would have prevented any silo increase. (White House Years,
p. 1220) In his memoirs Smith called it “a rather confusing concession” and said “it ap-
peared that the Moscow negotiators were mixing up the silo dimensions and the mis-
sile volume issues.” Smith wrote that he replied to Kissinger that the missile volume is-
sue was related to but separate from the silo dimensions issue, and that a solution on
the latter in the form of an agreed interpretative statement had been reached in a pack-
age arrangement previously reported to the Moscow White House. (Doubletalk, p. 413)
See footnote 2, Document 261.

5 In his memoirs Nixon recalled this exchange somewhat differently. He wrote:
“When I said we felt that specific provisions for verifying that each side was fulfilling
its obligations would give necessary reassurance to both sides, [Brezhnev] turned to me
and in an injured tone of voice said, ‘If we are trying to trick one another, why do we
need a piece of paper? We are playing clean on our side.’” (RN: Memoirs, p. 611)
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Speaking man to man, since we know the implications of these ar-
maments and since we are both civilized men, we know these weapons
must never be used. Perhaps we shall not be able to achieve agreement
here on the non-use of nuclear weapons; we can reach accord when
Dr. Kissinger comes back to Moscow in September. This would over-
lap all other considerations. How can I contemplate it [the use of nu-
clear weapons]? We are now conducting negotiations with the present
as well as the future President of the United States.6

6 Kissinger recalled that by the end of this session their minds were “boggling at
all the numbers on the table” so both sides agreed to a recess of an hour—time which
he used to cable Smith “an account of the surprising turn of events.” (White House Years,
p. 1221) Commenting on this session in his memoirs, Smith wrote: “that the President
of the United States would get into such technicalities, important though they were,
struck me as peculiar, if not dangerous. These first discussions of SALT appeared based
on unawareness by our boss of the Helsinki record. Evidently one or both sides did not
understand the differences in substance and status between the heavy missile and the
silo dimension issues. The ‘no significant increase’ interpretative statement was for silo
dimensions, not missile volume.” He noted that the SALT delegation in Helsinki had
sent three cables reporting the status of the silo dimension and the heavy missile defi-
nition issue, but said that “the President and Kissinger perhaps had been too busy to
read these reports.” Smith concluded: “This fumbling start did not bode well for the
summit.” (Doubletalk, p. 414)

263. Memorandum of Conversation1

Moscow, May 23, 1972, 7:20–9:55 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Leonid I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU
Andrei M. Aleksandrov-Agentov, Assistant to the General Secretary
Viktor M. Sukhodrev, Interpreter

The President
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Senior NSC Staff Member (Notetaker)

SUBJECT

SALT; Vietnam (briefly at end)

1010 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 487, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, The President’s Conversations in Salzburg, Moscow, Tehran, and War-
saw, May 1972, Part 1. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes Only. The meeting was
held in the General Secretary’s office in the Kremlin. According to the President’s Daily
Diary, the meeting was from 7:20 to 10 p.m. (Ibid., White House Central Files)
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[The meeting began with some light exchanges between Brezhnev
and the President concerning Dr. Kissinger’s previous visit to Moscow
and the conversations at that time. The President also mentioned that
he had shown Ambassador Dobrynin where Brezhnev would stay
when he comes to the United States. The President said that Camp
David was not as nice as the Kremlin. He went on to say that Franklin
Roosevelt, who was crippled, fished in a pond sitting on a carved-out
log, and they would put fish in this pond for Mr. Brezhnev. Mr. Brezh-
nev thanked the President and said that the Ambassador had spoken
warmly about the conversation on that subject. Brezhnev said he was
grateful for the President’s consideration.]2

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: I was held up because I had to consult with
a small group of my colleagues. Mr. Kissinger should sit and be quiet
and the President and I will finalize all the outstanding points. On the
other hand, on his last visit Dr. Kissinger was very nice and we had
nice talks. But that must have been because he spent three days in
Moscow and benefited from its good atmosphere. Then after he re-
turned to America he was contaminated.

The President: The trouble was that he gave everything away to
the General Secretary and now I will have to take it back again.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: That reminds me of the proverb about the
crayfish walking backwards—but we, of course, are only joking.

The President: The general principles that were worked out when
Dr. Kissinger was here are very important.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: I and my colleagues agree. It is an important
and useful document.

The President: Let us clearly understand, because of our bureau-
cratic problems, that we worked this out while I was here in Moscow.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: You heard how I put it this morning. I was
just “initiating” something; I took account of our talk yesterday, but I
had to say something so it would not come out of thin air. But now we
will follow the script.

As regards the ABM question, this now appears to be cleared up.
Twelve hundred is OK with us.

The President: Fifteen hundred kilometers.
Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: You mean we should put it in China?
The President: Well, as the General Secretary will find out, I never

nitpick.
Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: Fifteen hundred kilometers is all right. 

The most important point is not the mileage. You wanted us to move 
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eastward and so now we agree. It would be easier for us to accept
twelve hundred but fifteen hundred is all right too, and we won’t speak
of it anymore.3

As regards land-based missiles, how do you view the agreement
yesterday in Helsinki?

Dr. Kissinger: On what issue?
Sukhodrev: He is referring to the formula I read out [in the earlier

meeting].4

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: I had just read the cable a half hour before.
The President: I have no doubt about the General Secretary’s atti-

tude about the use of implements of destruction. As long as we are
around I have no fear. But there are two matters of importance. One,
we have to deal not only with present but future leaders. I hope they
are practical men and will not engage in acts of madness. But madmen
do come to power; the best example is Hitler. We don’t expect one in
our country or in your country, but it is still best to have an agreement
that is as balanced as possible. Second, I realize the General Secretary
has to sell his position to his military. We have a similar problem but
I can control ours. But the Representatives and Senators in our Armed
Services Committees will watch every line of the agreement to see if
we were placed at a disadvantage or who gained an advantage. I would
like to make the agreement as balanced as possible to avoid that kind
of problem. And it has been raised already. In fact, I was on the phone
at 4:00 a.m. this morning to Washington to arrange steps to quiet the
opposition if we should sign on Friday.

This is not a matter of lack of trust but a problem of dealing with
an opposition. What really would solve the problem for us would be
the recognition of the right of modernization, no increase in the size of
silos, as already discussed, but where we would unilaterally point out
that modernization would not be used significantly to increase the pay-
load size.

Dr. Kissinger: The missile size.
The President: We would spell out “significantly” to be 15%. Oth-

erwise a critic could say on the floor of the Senate that through mod-

1012 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV

3 In his memoirs Kissinger wrote of this exchange: “Brezhnev opened the meeting
by accepting our proposed distance 1,500 kilometers between ABM sites. Unfortunately,
unknown to either leader, the American delegation in Helsinki had already settled for
the Soviet proposal of 1,300 kilometers that morning. Brezhnev had offered us a better
deal than our negotiators had already accepted. It made no difference; we were finally
stuck with the version negotiated at Helsinki; the difference was marginal anyway.”
(White House Years, pp. 1221–1222)

4 The U.S. memorandum of conversation (Document 262) does not record any state-
ment by Sukhodrev.
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ernization one could double the size of the missile. Whether this would
really be so I don’t know, but it would still have to be answered.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: Mr. President, if you have completed your
thought I should like to say this. We would agree that under the agree-
ment both sides would be entitled to modernization without replac-
ing small missiles with bigger ones, that is to say converting them.
Also this would be on the understanding that in the process of mod-
ernization of every type there should be no significant increase of ei-
ther silo or missile. Then there would be no need for a unilateral state-
ment. Because if there are going to be questions, they would also be
asked in the Soviet Union: “What kind of an agreement is this if uni-
lateral statements have to be made about it?” You should have a freeze;
no new missiles; lesser ones cannot be changed into big ones; and
modernization permitted only with insignificant increases in the size
of the silos. Of course, the word “insignificant” is very vague, and I
don’t mind seeing it refined. It is relative. For example, what is in-
significant in the case of a big missile? Perhaps we should define it in
terms of a percentage. In short, we could reach an understanding to
avoid doubts by Senators and legislators in either country. So we
would have an agreement to avoid doubts. As for what Mr. Kissinger
suggested at the outset, I don’t understand it and I don’t think we
should revert to it.

Now the experts in Helsinki are very literate and competent peo-
ple, and we should have trust in them. I am sure they know more of
the finer points than I because they have studied them more than I. We
should agree to accept their formula even without “significant.” The
sides could modify missiles without changing dimensions of silos or
missiles so both sides would be in the same position. But if you want
to keep “significant,” that would be all right too because we are very
flexible.5

I would like to add that there is also another political aspect to the
question of land-based missiles, and that is that we commit ourselves
not only to freezing but to reducing strategic arms. We are ready to
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5 Kissinger recalled that Brezhnev, “having offered a total freeze on silo size in the
earlier meeting, seemed a little baffled that we would not go along with what had been
our position months earlier and would take care of our fear of an upgrading of Soviet
missiles.” Kissinger himself could still not understand what Brezhnev thought he was
doing. He speculated that possibly Brezhnev was simply confused by the technical de-
tails and thus unable to grasp the distinction between silo dimensions and missile vol-
ume, but he noted that this was the last time they encountered Brezhnev in a SALT ne-
gotiation without advisers. (White House Years, p. 1222) Nixon, on the other hand, wrote
in his memoirs: “Despite the impatience he affected with the details and numbers, Brezh-
nev was obviously very well briefed on the subject. He used a red pencil to sketch mis-
siles on the notepad in front of him as we discussed the timing and techniques of con-
trol and limitation.” (RN: Memoirs, p. 611)
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proceed to bilateral consultations with you and to continue the ardu-
ous work so that by an important date in the history of the United
States [presumably the Bicentennial Anniversary], or even earlier, we
could solve this problem of reducing. So I suggest we stick to the for-
mula worked out in Helsinki. I would not like to see a unilateral state-
ment. It would look like one kind of an agreement in Moscow and an-
other in Washington. What kind of an agreement would it be if it leads
to interpretations? The obligation should be reciprocal and the Presi-
dent and I should be responsible for what was signed.

The President: I agree. We prefer a joint agreement. That is, mod-
ernization is permitted but the size of the silo and of the missiles could
not be significantly increased. With the details to be worked out by
professors.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: [pause] As I see it, this is almost the same word-
ing as in Helsinki but the wording includes missile modernization.

Dr. Kissinger: We would add that the size of the volume of the
missile and the silo would not be increased significantly. Other mod-
ernization would be permitted.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: You would allow “insignificant” modernization.
The President: Modernization would be permitted according to

what the scientists develop and design, but there could be no increase
in silo or missile size beyond the insignificant. Otherwise, it is not a
limitation.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: We can agree on this if we elaborate the mean-
ing of the word. What is it—5%? 10%? What percentage?

The President: We had better work out a figure—10%, 15%. It can’t
be too big or it won’t be a limitation. We must keep it in the realm of
15%. And, of course, this works for both sides.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: In short, I would sum up then. There is the
first part of the agreement that states that both sides freeze the num-
ber of missiles. Then there is the second part that says they are not al-
lowed to increase significantly the size of silos and missiles. Then “sig-
nificantly” could be worked out to say it means not more than X%. But
on the exact number of this percentage I would like to consult with my
colleagues. So the first part is agreed, but “significant” I have to think
over until tomorrow. Also, we have the question of whether this is in
the agreement or on the way.

The President: The smaller the percentage the better. The people
would understand 10% but not 30%. We are prepared to negotiate. The
General Secretary should consult and we will do the same.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: Another question has arisen in my mind in
the course of our discussion today. As I look at the formula we received
from Helsinki I notice two words: “modernization” and “replacement.”
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Modernization is one thing but replacement is another. It appears that
both sides are permitted to replace one type of missile for another, and
it would have greater volume. It would be better for public opinion if
we restrained this, if we had both sides should be permitted to im-
prove existing types of missiles and have insignificant increases in
sizes. Our experts say you are replacing Poseidon with God knows
what—it was a good thing I am not on our delegation! When we agree
to replacement, this entails the possibility that military men will say
we should replace one missile with a more powerful one and then the
factories would work full blast. But if we say “modernization and per-
fection” this would not happen. If we say “replacement” we could
mean new types and this would just mean the continuation of the arms
race. We really should endeavor to take a drastic step.

The President: This only involves land-based missiles. You can’t
increase the volume simply by replacing the missile. But this was a So-
viet proposal anyway.

Dr. Kissinger: The replacement language has existed since January
of 1971. It has long since been agreed.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: OK. I will leave it at that.
The President: I think we have covered it. Now let me see if I can

understand the submarine question correctly. We have 950 SLBMs and
62 boats for you and 44 boats and 710 SLBMs for us. But, of course, we
actually have only 41 boats and 656 missiles. That’s where we start.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: If I might just sum up that both sides expect
that in the process of modernization and replacement, there will be no
significant increase in the size of silos and missiles. The remaining task
is to find a reasonable interpretation of “significant.”

The President: We will be reasonable. I agree.
What we were discussing earlier was the H- and G-Class sub-

marines. How many are there?
Dr. Kissinger: I won’t tell the General Secretary or he will get an-

gry again.
Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: On the figures of the submarines: As I said

earlier, we have a certain group of submarines dating back to before
1964 with only three missiles each. They have all sorts of defects in
their engines and so on. We have agreed to scrap them and replace
them with new ones. They are no good to us.

Then we also have a considerable territorial disadvantage. The
President was fair enough to say that we could have seven submarines
more than the United States. We wanted more but we agreed to 48.
That means we build 48 under the agreement and you 44 so the dif-
ference is really only four. I want to inject complete clarity. Forty-eight
need not be mentioned in the main agreement but in the additional
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agreement it would state that we are entitled to 48. And then whatever
else we build would be simultaneous with the removal of old ICBMs
and old submarines. So, if for reasons of your own, for example Con-
gress, you think you would not want to mention this in the agreement
we can put it into the additional agreement.

Now you say you have no intention to build the three submarines.
We have no problem about this. But I have here a report from the Wash-
ington Post quoting your Secretary of Defense Laird that the United
States is planning to build 10 big new submarines and that $10 billion
have already been appropriated and that each is to carry 24 missiles
and will become operational by the end of the ’70s. Now, this is in-
compatible with our agreement, so how are we to understand it? We
accepted the 44/710 and the 62/950. But now we are confronted with
a new issue. Because by the end of the period the United States will
have 10 new submarines with 24 missiles and much more modern than
now. This is not an evening out, but on the contrary, the United States
will get an advantage.

Dr. Kissinger: First, we had always told your Ambassador when
discussing these programs about the new submarine; he had always
known that it was going on. Secondly, it won’t be operational until the
late 70’s. The first, as I understand it, will be in 1979; two in 1980, and
then it won’t be till 1982 or ’83 that we will have 10. If we have a per-
manent agreement it would apply at that point. If the new ones come
in during the freeze, we would retire the same number of tubes—for
every two ULMs, three Polaris. The ceiling would apply.

The President: If you get a permanent agreement this becomes moot;
this is the main point. The alternative is that both—and this shows why
the agreement is so important—will pour billions more into submarines.

Dr. Kissinger: [To the President] You had intended a big speed-up
of our submarine program but then cancelled it because of the SALT
agreement.

The President: Yes. Because of the Soviet speed-up I had tentatively
ordered the Navy to speed up the submarines, but I stopped it. But if
we can get permanent agreement, we wouldn’t pour money into the pro-
gram. Of course, they would only be replacements under the numbers
you are giving here, or lower numbers if we later agree on them.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: I think that approach makes it more difficult
for me to take a decision. I now understand why the President won’t
build the three submarines since you have initiated a new program. I
would have done the same thing. This changes the whole principle.
We discussed the principle of evening out. But now you have a new
program for new submarines of new size and with new range. You
could even shoot rockets from territorial waters or from your home base.
This requires earnest thinking on my part. It would be one thing if you
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built just one pilot boat. Or if it involves withdrawal of two or one-and-
a-half boats for every new one. That would make sense and then our
figure—950—would make sense. In fact, I am not even sure that we can
build this figure in the present Five-Year Plan. It may be beyond our eco-
nomic capacity. But in the meantime, you will make a leap forward in
range and capacity. I don’t know what you told our Ambassador; I may
have forgotten it. But this creates a serious problem.

I do want to reach understanding and bring this matter to com-
pletion, but to be frank and speaking with all the respect I have for you,
if this program is carried out, you will have a significant superiority.

The President: You have to look at it in two time frames. First,
there is no program during the freeze. We would not put any new sub-
marines into the fleet. The first one would be in 1979 and then two in
1980. Now, secondly, if in this period we have a new agreement on the
same number, or a lower number, these submarines would be substi-
tuted for older ones and the numbers would not be affected. It would
mean retiring old submarines with an equivalent number of missiles.
There is no advantage intended and none certainly that affects this
agreement.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: You mean if we agree to 950?
The President: Yes, we would be frozen. You have the same right.
One argument we hear—and we had many discussions over the

months—is that the Soviet Union’s missiles are much larger than ours.
So you have a significant advantage there. But we are here as reason-
able men to work out a balanced program and that requires some give
and take on both sides.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: With all the missiles and all the secrecy you
think our missiles are bigger and we think yours are, and a lot of prop-
aganda is raised.

The President: I wish you were right, but I am afraid I am. Actu-
ally, they are all too big. That’s my view.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: I am sure you have probably either attended
or seen demonstrations and know that the smallest missile is enough
to destroy a city. Even a small bomb can paralyze and destroy every-
thing—water, electricity, gas and the rest. And then, of course, there is
the pollution.

The President: That’s why agreement is so important.
Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: What do you think about the idea of con-

verting the submarine agreement into a permanent one, I mean the fig-
ures? And you and we would be entitled to modernize.

The President: Not now. I would have to go back to consult and
that would take some months. It can be considered later, but not now.
People can count: 950—710—the United States is behind. No, not now.
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Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: But your productive capacity is much greater.
It makes no difference if the earliest date for you is 1979; the main
thing is the pilot boat and then they go through the assembly line like
pancakes.

The President: We must recognize that we each have great capa-
bilities and if there is a race both lose. Now, for example, you talk about
the size of the U.S. economy. In 1960, when Khrushchev was in the
United States, we had an advantage in missiles of 10 to 1. Today, it’s
even. We respect your power. We are both strong now and neither will
leave the other an advantage. That is why we need an agreement or
we will bankrupt each other in the arms race.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: I value your frankness, but doesn’t that tes-
tify that by 1979, at the end of the agreement, the U.S. wants superi-
ority? But frankly, we won’t let you.

The President: We would be labeled fools if we don’t reach agree-
ment by then.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: It’s not a question of labels.
The President: I would consider this agreement a great achieve-

ment for us and all the world. I want to reach a permanent agreement
but my time is limited—less than five years. After then, I am out—
swimming in the Pacific. Maybe even before.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: Don’t go out before that, Mr. President.
The President: I want the General Secretary and myself to meet

again, perhaps in the U.S. or here.
Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: I have no objection to more than one meet-

ing. In fact, they should become routine events in the natural course
of developments.

The President: This agreement is the hors d’oeuvre. Next comes
the main course.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: If I might just throw in another idea. Make
the agreement last 10, not five, years. In fact, why have we chosen five
years?

Dr. Kissinger: You started at 18 months.
Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: No, first it was three years, then we suggested

five.
Dr. Kissinger: No, I think you started with 18 months.
Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: Now we are bolder, more venturesome. But

I am saying things that have not even been discussed in my own cir-
cle. I am just thinking aloud.

The President: We should do that—thinking aloud. I may do it too
in the next few days. It took a long time to get this far. I know the Gen-
eral Secretary had to sell this agreement to his people, as I had to sell
it to mine.
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Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: On the basis of what has already been
achieved, we are growing bolder. If at first it seemed to involve great
risk, now it looks feasible.

The President: I make this commitment to the General Secretary:
Once we make this agreement we will move aggressively to the next
phase. Dr. Kissinger will tell you I generally do more than I say.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: I would like to see three examples.
The President: Well, for example, next spring in Washington might

be a good time to take the next step.
Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: It would make no sense leaving Washington

empty-handed. You will carry much baggage from Moscow.
The President: I will give him a golf cart if he likes it.
Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: But I don’t play.
The President: You don’t have to. You can use it on the sidewalk.
Anyway, let’s get a good agreement.
Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: To sum up: I cannot give you a final answer this

morning, but I will endeavor to do it tomorrow morning. You get 41 plus
three and 710. But you give us the private assurance not to build three.
We get 62 and 950. This is all logical. It’s also agreed we get 48 submarines
which we build to compensate for our territorial disadvantage. Whatever
other submarines we build will be only to replace older missiles.

But we have to report to my colleagues that you have this other
program. They all read this story from the Washington Post too—this
program with one submarine operational by 1979, two by 1980 and all
ten by 1983. You have indicated that if any of them become operational
before 1979 it would only be as replacement for older submarines with
an equivalent number of missiles. And if it is after the end of the freeze,
you will make no change in the numbers.

The President: That depends on the agreement. It should also be
said that if you put modern missiles on your older submarines, they
count in your 950, just as we have a limit of 710.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: Even in the event of your new subs becom-
ing operational.

The President: That is a moot question. None will become opera-
tional in five years—no chance. Also, as our technology goes forward,
so will yours. So it is important to get a permanent agreement.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: I understand the situation and will report to
my colleagues. You do confirm 48, on which we agreed?

The President: Forty-eight new ones; actually 62.
Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: Any built above it will require dismantling

of old missiles.
The President: The top is 950. Our own number is really 41.
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Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: We accept what you say, though in the final
analysis an extra three won’t make any difference.

The President: But we won’t do it.
Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: But you will have a good statement to make.

The number 48 need not be mentioned in the main agreement, but in
the supplemental one.

The President: Fine.
Dr. Kissinger: So—no figures in the main agreement, but figures

in the supplement.
Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: Therefore, it is correct to say we have no other

issues on strategic arms. Right?
The President: On the mobiles. We had raised this but since we

worked out the situation with regard to the size of missiles, let’s throw
it out. Of course, some of our people think you have them.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: We’ve got plenty, haven’t you seen them
rolling around the Kremlin? Mr. President, then I’ll consult with my
colleagues. I do believe we have reached an understanding, and I will
give you an answer in the morning. We could then give instructions
to Helsinki or have them come here.

The President: Well, it is better to give them to Helsinki so we can
get on with the other things we have here.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: We ought to agree on common instructions.
Dr. Kissinger: How about the first item?
Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: Which one is that?
Dr. Kissinger: Well, the definition of heavy missiles. Can we send

instruction that the size of the silo and the size of the missile cannot
be changed?

The President: We will check the notes and take it from the notes.
[Brezhnev gets up to make phone call which goes on for about

four minutes.]
Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: Maybe we should leave it till morning be-

cause I can only reach one. For now we should leave it as it was in the
message received from Helsinki, the one that deals with silos only. In
the morning I can give you a package deal.

Dr. Kissinger: So we won’t send instructions.
Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: You and I have agreed in principle, but we

can leave the situation as it is as far as Helsinki is concerned.
[Brezhnev reads brief announcement:
“On 23 May a meeting took place in the Kremlin between General

Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU, L.I. Brezhnev, and Pres-
ident of the USA, Richard M. Nixon. The talks continued between L.I.
Brezhnev and R. Nixon on questions of Soviet-American relations.”]
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Anyway the 950 and 710 will last until 1978, the end of this agree-
ment. Incidentally, I would like to ask how do you see the end of the
limitation agreement?

Dr. Kissinger: Five years after ratification.
Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: When do you contemplate ratification?
Dr. Kissinger: The plan is to put the offensive agreement to Con-

gress but we expect no problem.
Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: You have no doubts.
The President: Unless you drive too hard a bargain.
Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: This is not a point of principle. The impor-

tant thing is to get ratification.
The President: That is why I met with the leaders of Congress and

this morning called them on the phone. We are working on the Con-
gressional business already.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: We have reached an understanding on almost
all questions and will give you an answer in the morning.6 One more
point. I just got a TASS report from Paris saying that today the dele-
gation of the PRG of Vietnam sent a message to the U.S. and South
Vietnamese to resume the work of the conference—the 150th session
on May 25. And there is also a similar message from the DRV.

The President: We will have an opportunity to discuss this later.
We have had 149 sessions and no progress. When we have concrete as-
surance of progress then we can consider this.

Gen Sec’y Brezhnev: Well, I was just thinking along the line that
while you are here there might be significance in your making a re-
sponse—a positive response. But I am just thinking out loud.

[After closing pleasantries, the meeting adjourned.]7
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6 In his memoirs Kissinger wrote that “when the two leaders turned to SLBMs,
they simply repeated the argument of the earlier session. It was left that Gromyko and
I would meet the next morning to see whether we could formulate joint instructions to
the delegations.” (White House Years, p. 1222)

7 In backchannel message Hakto 21 to Helsinki, early in the morning of May 24,
Kissinger sent Smith—exclusively for his personal information and to be confirmed af-
ter a further meeting that day—the results of the negotiations at that point. The Soviets
would accept 1,500 kilometers separation of the second area site from the national cap-
ital, and the Politburo was considering a statement that during the process of modern-
ization and replacement of ICBMs, there could be no significant increase in size of silo
or volume of missile with “significant” further defined to be no more than 10–15 per-
cent. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 427, Backchannel
Files, Backchannel Messages, 1972, SALT)
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264. Editorial Note

On May 24, 1972, White House Chief of Staff Haldeman recorded
in his diary that President Nixon had called him in before the first head-
to-head meeting and told him that he and Assistant to the President
Henry Kissinger were pleased because they thought that they had got-
ten SALT “pretty well wrapped up” the previous evening. The Presi-
dent was worried, however, that they “were going to have a hell of a
problem with the conservatives at home.” Haldeman noted that Nixon
was “pushing hard for the Joint Chiefs, Defense people and other mil-
itary to work on selling the hawks.” (The Haldeman Diaries: Multimedia
Edition) During the May 24 Washington Special Actions Group meet-
ing, Deputy Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Haig announced that he had asked the Verification Panel Working
Group to meet at 11:30 that morning to start preparing a detailed ra-
tionale for SALT in light of the reaction of the Senate hawks to recent
briefings. Chairman of the Joint Chiefs Admiral Thomas Moorer said,
“Without exception, the hawks feel we will have a problem with the
public accepting the SALT agreements. And the net result of this will
be a decrease in support for the DOD budget.” Deputy Secretary of
Defense Kenneth Rush said that most of the hawks in the Senate were
very disturbed at the idea of freezing the ICBMs at a ratio of one to
one and a half. He suggested that they stress that the United States 
had asked for the offensive agreement in order “to stop the Soviet 
momentum” and point out that “we are going ahead with Hard-Site
Defense, ULMS and Trident.” Moorer agreed, pointing out that “we
would be in this position even if there were no SALT” because “our
ICBM curve is straight while the Soviet ICBM curve rises sharply.” He
added that “the public doesn’t know the nuances of SALT. The only
thing it knows is that 1,500 is one and a half times 1,000.” (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional
Files (H-Files), Box H–116, WSAG Minutes, Originals)
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265. Memorandum of Conversation1

Moscow, May 24, 1972, 11:40 a.m.–1:30 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Leonid I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU
Nikolai V. Podgorny, Chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the 

USSR
Aleksei N. Kosygin, Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR
Andrei A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs
Anatoli F. Dobrynin, Ambassador to the USA
Andrei M. Aleksandrov-Agentov, Assistant to the General Secretary
Viktor M. Sukhodrev, Interpreter
Leonid Zamyatin, Director of TASS

The President
William P. Rogers, Secretary of State
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Martin Hillenbrand, Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs
Helmut Sonnenfeldt, NSC Senior Staff Member
Winston Lord, Special Assistant to Dr. Kissinger

SUBJECTS

Economic Relations; Europe

[In informal conversation before the meeting began, the Soviet
leaders, in particular Kosygin, emphasized the importance of Most-
Favored-Nation treatment for the Soviet Union, citing the very high
U.S. tariff rates for many Soviet products. The President essentially lis-
tened without committing himself.

[The Soviet side then said that the meeting would take up Euro-
pean issues. The U.S. side had thought that SALT would be the prin-
cipal item, and when he heard that Europe would be discussed the
President said that he wanted Secretary Rogers and Assistant Secretary
Hillenbrand present. He pointed out to the Soviet leaders that Secre-
tary Rogers would have to describe the discussions to the European
countries and at home. Dr. Kissinger left the room to call Secretary
Rogers.]2
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1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 487, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, The President’s Conversations in Salzburg, Moscow, Tehran, and War-
saw, May 1972, Part 1. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes Only. The meeting was
held in St. Catherine’s Hall, Grand Kremlin Palace. According to the President’s Daily
Diary, the meeting was from 11:34 a.m. to 1:31 p.m. (Ibid., White House Central Files)

2 All brackets in the source text.
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Economic Relations

The President: I was talking to Prime Minister Kosygin on MFN.
As I told the General Secretary yesterday, I will handle that. I already
indicated this to Ambassador Dobrynin at Camp David. I have to get
this through the Congress. I have already discussed it with the lead-
ers; if we can get Congressional agreement I will take responsibility.

Chairman Kosygin: That would be a very good thing. I can see
that then we will really have a solid basis for the development of our
economic ties, because otherwise there can be nothing but talk on this
subject and nothing concrete. In fact, we can sell commodities 40%
dearer in European markets. So why should we sell to the United States
if we can get 40% more in Europe?

The President: That makes sense.
Chairman Kosygin: While we are waiting I can give you some com-

parable examples: all sorts of heavy equipment, like machine tools and
parts of metal cutting machines, power stations, diesels, in short most
of the products of the engineering industry that we could sell to the
United States would be taxed up to 40%.

Chairman Podgorny: There are some that are even higher.
Chairman Kosygin: Compared to that the general tax [tariff] on

goods in other nations is 5% or 7% compared to that of 40% in the
United States. There are other examples. On optical equipment, for ex-
ample, the tax is 50%. On electrical measuring devices and instruments
it goes as high as 90%. Can anyone do trade on that sort of basis?

For example, with Canada recently we had a sale of turbines and
generators and it was a normal situation where the delegation came
over and crossed Siberia and saw our equipment at work and bought
very important machinery in the electrical power field, and the tax rates
were quite normal.

The President: On the whole economic matter, Patolichev, Rogers
and Flanigan had discussions yesterday. We have no problem so far as
Export-Import Bank credits are concerned. I can do that unilaterally as
President. On MFN I have to go to Congress.3
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3 On May 23 Peter Flanigan sent the President a memorandum reporting on this
meeting and saying that he and Rogers had clarified the U.S. position on the various
possible commercial agreements. He noted that Soviet eligibility for U.S. export credits
and the granting of MFN depended on agreement on lend-lease, and that the only un-
settled lend-lease item was the amount, with the Soviets offering $300 million and the
United States asking for $800 million. Agreement on this could be reached eventually,
parallel to the work of the Joint US–USSR Commercial Commission—the establishment
of which was to be announced that week—unless the President and Secretary wanted
to make a major step by compromising the amount and terms during the summit. (Na-
tional Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Office Files, Box 73,
Country Files, Europe, USSR, 1972 Summit, Economic Commission)
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It would be helpful, Mr. General Secretary, if whomever you des-
ignate, perhaps Prime Minister Kosygin, could talk to Rogers about
this so he can sell it to Congress when he gets there. Don’t you agree,
Mr. Ambassador (Dobrynin)?

Ambassador Dobrynin: [gestures to Kosygin]
General Secretary Brezhnev: Very well.
Chairman Kosygin: Well, of course, the solution of the question of

Export-Import Bank credits will provide the opportunity to achieve
some progress, but ways must be found to get over the MFN problem
and seek ways to increase trade.

I have already put this to some American representatives. When
we really get trade going it will be quite useful for us to have a bank
of our own in the United States, as we do in various countries, such as
France, Great Britain, Iran and Turkey, like in many parts of the world.
We should either have a bank of our own, or it could take the form of
a joint U.S.-Soviet venture.

General Secretary Brezhnev: One specific matter. I think on two
occasions an important delegation of American businessmen visited
this country. Among the questions discussed was a possible large scale
agreement on a joint venture in gas, building in the northern areas of
our country special liquid gas plants. This could be a very important
project for U.S.-Soviet cooperation. Are you familiar with this, Mr. Pres-
ident, and if so how do you view this matter? Because this would be
a question involving both vast quantities and also it would be on a
long term basis.

[Secretary Rogers and Assistant Secretary Hillenbrand arrived.]
Chairman Kosygin: The situation right now is this. The representa-

tives of American business circles are suggesting where some of these
could be built. We reached preliminary agreement on a gas pipeline in
Siberia from Tyumen. The initial duration will be for a period of twenty
years and the cost would be somewhere close to $5 billion. The Ameri-
cans who came here were quite confident that they had almost agreed
on this matter with their authorities in the U.S. I don’t know if it has come
to your attention. They are quite sure that the total amounts of gas in-
volved would be 25 billion cubic meters, or liquid gas would be 25 mil-
lion tons. They gave us preliminary projections, a preliminary plan of ac-
tion which they elaborated for our experts. I made a suggestion to have
not just one pipeline but two parallel pipes. Then they made their own
additional suggestions. They seemed quite sure a bargain could be struck.

To sum up, I am quite sure there is a basis to study this matter.
We are also quite sure that there are enough gas deposits in this area
to arrange for a business deal. There is a very important project that
could be carried into effect. On account of the credit that would be 
extended by the American side to us to carry the project into effect, we
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could place very significant orders, for example for 3 million tons of
sheet steel and important orders in the field of compressors. We would
thereby, contribute to a fuller scale of operations important to Ameri-
can industry. We would contribute to a lower American unemployment
rate. If correctly presented to the Congress it would be welcomed.

The President: [to Secretary Rogers] Would you say a word on the
gas project?

Secretary Rogers: This is a very large project, and we have to con-
sider carefully its feasibility. We as a government have not taken a po-
sition as yet. We recognize the point that Premier Kosygin has made.
We talked to private parties, and we indicated that we would want to
consider any proposals that they make. Up to this time we haven’t
taken a position as a government on it.

Chairman Kosygin: That is exactly what the American business-
men said. But they are interested and confirmed what you said, that
the U.S. Government has not taken a position yet.

The President: [to Secretary Rogers] Before you came I said that I
thought it would be helpful if you could meet with Mr. Kosygin and
discuss the specifics on this. They also raised the points of MFN which
I said we were prepared to move on with the Congress. Would you
like to say a word about that?

Secretary Rogers: I would be happy to meet with Mr. Kosygin and
Mr. Flanigan at your convenience. As you know, Mr. President, this in-
volves huge amounts of credits and we have to consider it carefully.
Concerning natural gas, actually if we were to extend that amount of
credit, we would have to work out the lend-lease settlement. Natural
gas involves a very substantial amount of credit, about one-third of
what the Export-Import Bank has available.

The President: It also involves MFN?
Secretary Rogers: Credit.
The President: That doesn’t mean that it isn’t possible.
Chairman Kosygin: But this is not just something in our interest

alone. It is something of a mutual advantage to both sides.
The President: Oh no.
Chairman Kosygin: This should reflect a mutual desire on our part

to develop a cooperation in this field; it is not something that is uni-
laterally to our advantage.

The President: We would like to work it out altogether, including
lend lease, the resolution of that problem. I can move on Export-
Import Bank matters, but in regard to MFN I have to go back to the
Congress on that. I believe that Kosygin/Rogers discussions would be
useful because we get the side of the businessmen, and I would like to
hear directly what you have in mind.
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Secretary Rogers: I have talked to the businessmen. I will be very
happy to talk to Premier Kosygin.

Chairman Kosygin: Well, just adding to what has been said now,
we have large agreements on the sale of gas with Austria and the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany and all the Socialist countries and Italy. In
short, we have almost potential consumers of our gas than we need.
This should be in the nature of a serious business deal between our
two countries.

On the question of lend lease, we think we should set aside a time
to discuss that so we know where we are. We should not just float in
air so that we can come to a concrete solution on the basis of your pro-
posal and the ones that we have. Certainly that issue is long overdue.

The President: That certainly would help the political climate that
we need to get Most-Favored-Nation.

Chairman Kosygin: And here, of course, we must both take a re-
ally realistic view of things and remember that after all more than 25
years have passed since the end of the war. None of us can expect very
great figures or sums to be involved in solving this matter. On the other
hand many in this world want to exploit this matter in their own self-
ish interest.

Secretary Rogers: The President suggested I say a word about
MFN. If we have a satisfactory outcome of the lend lease negotiations
and the general relations between the Soviet Union and the United
States improve as a result of this visit, and the President supports MFN,
then Congress, I think, will follow the President’s lead. It is not an easy
matter, but I think whatever the President recommends to the Congress
under these circumstances, I think that they should do.

Europe

General Secretary Brezhnev: Shall we now turn to the subject that
has been suggested we discuss this morning, Europe? If you have no
objections, I would like to make a few opening remarks on that ques-
tion. A discussion of the problems relating to Europe is a very impor-
tant one indeed, and I believe the reasons for that are understood per-
fectly well on both sides. Europe is indeed an area which is one of the
most densely populated ones in the world. It is an area of enormous
economic potential; an area of ancient culture and science. All of these
are important matters.

On the other hand, it is also an area where in the past many large-
scale wars originated. I need only to mention two world wars and es-
pecially the last one which the U.S. was dragged into also. And those
wars, particularly the last one, involved very much human suffering
and sacrifice. It had a very bad aftermath and had a long term effect
on the situation in Europe generally.
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The question therefore is how to make this area an area of peace and
tranquility so that all the peoples of Europe can live in conditions of se-
curity, so that we too, and both of us, can be confident that the situation
in Europe would not deteriorate. This is certainly not an easy thing to
achieve, but it is something that should be the focus of our attention.

In Europe, we have sufficient and quite rich experience of coop-
eration on various matters. There has been the fighting cooperation of
our two nations during the Second World War. There was the fruitful
cooperation at the time of the Potsdam Agreement. There has been
comparable experience in the post-war period. We regard particularly
highly the cooperation of our two nations in the talks on the Berlin
agreement and in the matters of the Soviet Union–Federal Republic of
Germany and Poland–Federal Republic of Germany Treaties.

However much we value the cooperation in the past, we should
not belittle the importance of our role in ensuring the future of Europe,
because there are still in Europe the unresolved problems. Very much
in the policies of the United States and Soviet Union about Europe
would favor not only the interests of Europeans, but also the interests
of your country and ours. I should like to say quite frankly that if the
U.S. is prepared to take measures to remove the survivals of the past
policies of the cold war, the outcome would be an improvement of re-
lations between the Soviet Union and the United States. That, too, is a
very important aspect of this problem.

And I would like at this point to emphasize again the significance
of the concerted policies we both pursued with regard to the problems
of West Berlin and the ratification of the treaty. At the same time I wish
to state firmly that our line with regard to the Federal Republic of Ger-
many would not be anti-American in character. This is something we
said in all frankness to Chancellor Brandt, and this is something we
will abide by very strictly. And as a practical step let me say that on
May 31 our Supreme Soviet will be ratifying the treaty with the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany. As we pointed out in the past, immediately
after that we will sign the final protocol on West Berlin so that can be
put into effect too. In our view that will not only serve to improve the
legal relations between the Federal Republic of Germany, the German
Democratic Republic and Poland. It will also have a beneficial effect
on the general atmosphere in Europe.

Secretary Rogers: I suggested to Mr. Gromyko that we make the
signing on June 3.

General Secretary Brezhnev: I think that seems to be a very ac-
ceptable date. We have promised to sign it immediately after ratifying;
that is something expected by the Federal Republic of Germany.

Secretary Rogers: There is some suggestion that we delay until
June 16, but June 3 is better for us.
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General Secretary Brezhnev: We feel the sooner the better. We
promised they would come into force at the same time, so it seems log-
ical to do it on June 3.

Secretary Rogers: We will try to work it out with the others.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: Good, the British and the French.
General Secretary Brezhnev: That would be a very good thing in-

deed. In our common policy in Europe it will also be most important
to continue to pursue a firm line and not even conceive of the possi-
bility of the violation of boundaries of Europe as they have taken shape
in the post-war period. That also is one of the paramount tasks of cur-
rent foreign policies.

And I would now like to tell you frankly, Mr. President, there have
been erroneous, fallacious interpretations of our policy with respect to
Europe. Sometimes this is a lack of true knowledge, but more frequently
it is deliberate rumors spread to the effect that the goal of our policies
is to break the ties that the U.S. has developed with European states.
We wish to state in these negotiations that this is very far from the
truth. The initiatives that we are taking in Europe, and particularly on
the question of European security, pursue a goal that is totally differ-
ent. We pursue our objective in the interest of not only the European
states; we pursue it also with the goal of maintaining and protecting
the interest of the Soviet Union and the United States in Europe, if of
course, like ourselves, the United States seeks to make Europe tranquil
and secure.

In confirmation with what I have said with regard to the goal of
the Soviet policy in Europe, we will take into account the role played
by the U.S. and U.S.-Soviet cooperation both during World War II and
the post-war period, particularly in the earlier talks on the problem of
West Berlin and the matter of the ratification of the treaties. We believe
it quite normal that in all matters relating to the European Conference
and the solution of all serious problems relating to Europe, the United
States should participate on an equal footing, even though the United
States is not an European nation. This review is confirmation of our
views and attitude to the U.S. and to the U.S. being able to defend its
own interests in Europe.

Another question to which we attach great importance is the ques-
tion of preparing and convening an all-European Security Conference.
The reasons why we attach importance to this is as follows: We do not
see the Conference as an aim in itself. We regard it as one of the pos-
sible means that can help bring to fruition the turn that has been dis-
cernible toward the normalization of the situation and strengthening
of the prospects of securing lasting peace in the continent.

I should like to add the following. Despite the different approaches
taken by the U.S. and the Soviet Union to several matters affecting 
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European politics, the strengthening of security in Europe does in our
view correspond to the long-term interests of both the Soviet Union
and the United States. And if we both act in that direction—in a di-
rection of building up the guarantee of security of European states—
that will insure that there will be no more nuclear war and there will
be tranquility in Europe to a far greater extent than attempts to insure
that tranquility through the use or threat of nuclear weapons.

We believe that a turn for the better has become discernible in Eu-
rope today, and it will be in our view useful if we could take advan-
tage of that fact in order to strengthen that feeling of security and be-
gin a joint effort to prepare for the convening of a European Security
Conference. We should therefore endeavor to begin preliminary bilat-
eral consultations on those matters and in a preliminary way we might
say a few words about that at this meeting. And we are counting on
the positive attitude of the United States toward this matter. We have
expressed our views publicly on this question on many occasions and
so have quite a few other European states.

As you know, we have spoken in favor of convening this confer-
ence even as early as the end of this year. It is quite clear that in one
blow it may certainly not prove possible to resolve all the complex
problems of Europe, but the important thing is to launch the confer-
ence, to get the conference going. It might prove expedient to prolong
its work. The important thing is to begin the work, to begin the prepa-
rations for the conference.

As in any question such preparations can assume a different form,
but as a first suggestion perhaps we could discuss the following: we
first begin multilateral consultations in Helsinki. Then, in the first stage
of the conference itself the Foreign Ministers of the European states
and the United States and Canada could meet to work out an agenda
of the conference, to create the necessary bodies, commissions, secre-
tariat and so forth. And then those bodies could get to work in order
to elaborate and submit various specific proposals for the considera-
tion of the governments of the European states and the United States
and Canada.

Certainly this is not the one and only possible form of addressing
ourselves to this problem. Other forms can also be discussed. We are
just submitting our own view. This form has in it nothing that can be
construed as running against any participants in the conference. What-
ever conversations we have on this topic, we should certainly like to
emphasize the significance for future developments of our two sides
publicly saying something in principle on the problem relating to the
European Conference at the conclusion of our meeting here. And you
have in principle given your consent to that first meeting. I wish to em-
phasize that it would be very important indeed to say something at
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the conclusion on these subjects because if we don’t there might be all
sorts of wrong opinions and misunderstandings in Europe. People
would start saying that the U.S. or the Soviet Union was changing their
policy. Even if so, by making public reference we would be doing a
very good thing and therefore justify the hopes the people in Europe
have placed in these talks and in the people of our countries.

And now we have through joint cooperation settled the matter of
the ratification of the treaties and the question of West Berlin, another
important matter arises and that is a simultaneous admission of the
two German states, the Federal Republic of Germany and the German
Democratic Republic, to the United Nations. The possible solution to
this question would certainly remove much tension in Europe and the
sources of friction between us on those grounds. This is a major issue,
and we feel we should be entitled to count on the positive attitude of
your part on this also.

Although it is an international problem, it also relates to bilateral
relations between our two countries. It would help to create a better
climate for the relations between us. And that is something to which
you made frequent reference during this visit, Mr. President.

Another major issue which concerns not only improving the gen-
eral climate and relations between our two countries and the relations
of our two countries with the states of Europe, but also in line with the
interest of generally improving the situation in the world, is the ques-
tion of the military/political groupings in Europe. You are, I trust, fa-
miliar with our position on these matters. We are prepared, together
with our allies, to disband military/political groupings in Europe to-
wards a first step to really disbanding military organizations, and we
are prepared to initiate consultations with you on this subject.

Those, Mr. President, are in our view just the basic issues we could
discuss and talk about with relation to Europe.

The President: Mr. General Secretary, you correctly pointed out our
position of agreeing in principle to a European Security Conference, or
a European Security and Cooperation Conference. As you know, we
have, and you have, the problem of not deciding at this meeting the
future of Europe. It is very important, while we agree in principle, that
we consult with our allies, you with yours and we with ours. There-
fore it is very important that whatever we state here, we will follow
through with consultations with our allies.

General Secretary Brezhnev: That’s quite natural.
Chairman Kosygin: Do you think the time will come when there

are no allies on your part or on ours, that we are common allies?
The President: Surely. It will take time.
Chairman Kosygin: That’s what we want to achieve. As long as

you have your allies and we ours, we are at loggerheads.
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The President: It is very important we recognize that smaller na-
tions are very sensitive about the relations between the two great pow-
ers. Small nations object to having their fate decided by larger ones.

General Secretary Brezhnev: It should not offend them.
Chairman Kosygin: That in fact is why we are so categorically op-

posed to allegations, these Chinese allegations, about the two super-
powers combining to settle all the questions of the world, the affairs
of smaller countries. We, for our part, have the immutable position that
we respect other countries. And that is our attitude.

[There was a brief discussion about Kosygin and a Deputy Prime
Minister for Science.]

The President: He is making a private deal with Mr. Kosygin. As
the first nation to send a manned mission to Mars, I will go along.

Chairman Kosygin: I can stand it, can you?
The President: It will take nine months. We will get to know each

other very well.
Chairman Kosygin: We will take cognac.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: How could you go without the For-

eign Ministers?
Chairman Podgorny: This is not a private deal. We have to give

honest thought to who flies.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: Perhaps first there should be a pre-

liminary flight of foreign ministers.
The President: If the foreign ministers don’t come back, we won’t

go.
General Secretary Brezhnev: We call Dr. Kissinger to order—keep

him away from submarines.
Chairman Kosygin: If we don’t come back, everything will be clear.
The President: Getting to the practical points, as I know the Gen-

eral Secretary likes to do, stated frankly, I see these problems. First to
have a meeting this year, 1972, the first meeting of the European Se-
curity Conference, would not be possible. It poses for us rather con-
siderable problems. We have elections and the aftermath, and it also
poses the problem of participation. We can talk in terms of a meeting
in 1973. We can have preliminary discussions take place in the fall of
this year. That is realistic. One of the reasons that this meeting we are
having now is producing such solid results is because it was well pre-
pared. In a meeting involving all the countries of Europe, the prepa-
rations, of course, would be very important. Whereas we two might
agree on an agenda, smaller nations have various ideas, and it will take
time. 1973 is the time for the meeting to aim for rather than trying to
compress it and get it done in 1972.
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Secretary Rogers: Our allies agree with this. Some of them have
elections this fall, like Canada.

The President: You have to know whether you are dealing with a
government that will survive or one that’s gone. Preliminary discus-
sions at the proper level, the exploratory discussions, could go forward
at the times the European nations and all of us agree.

It’s your thought that these should take place at Helsinki?
General Secretary Brezhnev: That’s where the idea of a conference

came to life. Some work has already begun. Since Finland was the ini-
tiator we feel that Helsinki should be the city. That seems the general
trend of public opinion, that it should be held in Helsinki.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: In fact practically all the countries con-
cerned have indicated their preference for Helsinki, and the U.S. has
not in fact registered a negative attitude.

Secretary Rogers: We are talking about preliminary talks, not the
conference itself.

General Secretary Brezhnev: That’s exactly our understanding.
The President: The second point, with regard to UN representa-

tion of East Germany, this is a problem where we, of course, will have
to be guided by the attitude of the Federal Republic. And when the
Federal Republic has discussed this matter and indicated it is ready to
move forward, we will, of course, cooperate. We will be prepared to
discuss it with the British and the French. There is the very sensitive
problem of four-power rights that might be affected by this action.

The situation with regard to what the General Secretary was refer-
ring to concerning military forces and military blocs is of course much
more difficult and is going to require a great deal of time. As the Gen-
eral Secretary and all the representatives here of the Soviet Government
are aware, there have been considerable discussions in the NATO com-
munity in regard to the possibility of mutual balanced force reductions.
This is naturally a matter that cannot be decided in a large conference
involving a number of nations that do not have forces. That is why we
are suggesting, I know this is a matter of previous discussion. . . .

General Secretary Brezhnev: Of course, there are such states as
Luxembourg, with 90 policemen.

The President: . . . we have suggested that there should be parallel
discussions on the problem of force reductions, parallel discussions at
the time going forward with discussions on the European Conference.

General Secretary Brezhnev: Well, how do you visualize that in
practice? Let us assume that we have the procedure on the conference
that I have suggested, the Foreign Ministers’ meeting in Helsinki to
discuss matters on the agenda, working bodies, the secretariat, etc. In
your view they would also discuss the question of force reductions in
parallel? Is that your thinking generally?
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The President: No. That was the point I was making. We thought
that is too large a body for that. Let the countries involved, with forces
involved, have discussions; that is the point Dr. Kissinger made in dis-
cussions with the General Secretary before.

Chairman Kosygin: But they should proceed in parallel.
General Secretary Brezhnev: In parallel, but different bodies dis-

cussing the two different subjects.
Secretary Rogers: We might have the subjects on the agenda and

agree to discuss maybe simultaneously, maybe shortly thereafter.
General Secretary Brezhnev: Or perhaps we really need not have

them in parallel, perhaps first agree to getting the question of the 
European Conference out of the way, and then force reductions. But if
we discuss the two very important matters of the European Security
Conference and force reductions in parallel, perhaps they would get in
the way of each other.

The President: If we wait until a multilateral conference, we may
never get to parallel discussions.

General Secretary Brezhnev: That matter could be dealt with in par-
allel but different bodies altogether. We support the earliest possible dis-
cussion of that but without hinging these questions together. The crux
lies in not tying up these two problems as far as substance is concerned.

Secretary Rogers: I think that as a matter of logic if you are going
to have a conference dealing with security certainly one of the most
important aspects is forces. Certainly any conference that didn’t cover
forces would be lacking something.

The President: Let me suggest, Mr. General Secretary, a procedure
for your consideration. I would like to do some thinking on how we
do this tactically, the date and so forth. If we could have Rogers and
Gromyko have a discussion also and then report back to us, maybe Fri-
day, and by Friday then we can consider this question. They could give
us some options.

[General Secretary Brezhnev stands up.]
Chairman Kosygin/General Secretary Brezhnev: Okay.
Chairman Kosygin: Because indeed it would be a very good thing

if Secretary Rogers and Gromyko could work on this for our consid-
eration, a kind of program for both of us working toward a European
Conference. This would indeed help us remove many questions that
otherwise would take months of time.

The President: This is too big a group for technical matters.
Chairman Kosygin: Although certainly there are many people in

Europe who live under the impression, perhaps false, that we are hold-
ing back preparations for the Conference. If we come to an agreement
on this, it would be very useful to remove this impression.
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General Secretary Brezhnev: Many people in Europe think you op-
pose the Conference.

The President: Let me emphasize again that although we come
to agreement, we must be careful not to irritate our friends—all our
friends, we consider all Europe our friends. For example, we 
wouldn’t want to anger Albania. (laughter) We don’t want to anger
them.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: That is a very noble intention.
Secretary Rogers: We don’t want to make Luxembourg mad.
Chairman Kosygin: We heed the words of Luxembourg too.
If, for example, we tell Albania that you regard them as best friend,

they will be very glad.
Chairman Podgorny: We are prepared to heed the voice of Lux-

embourg but Albania takes a different view.
Chairman Kosygin: No exceptions. If they don’t want to take part,

what can we do?
The President: Take a country like Austria. It is very important. It

is small but in the heart of Europe. We should heed its voice.
General Secretary Brezhnev: The voice of every country should be

heeded.
I think we can accept as a basis the view by the President to make

Secretary Rogers and Comrade Gromyko get to work, perhaps
throughout the night. While we enjoy our sleep they will do work. We
have to cherish our time.

The President: They will not see the ballet.
General Secretary Brezhnev: I am sure he’s seen “Swan Lake.”
Secretary Rogers: Not here. I am looking forward to it.
General Secretary Brezhnev: Well, Mr. President, that I feel com-

pletes the discussion.
The President: I think we have a direction set. Also on the trade

side there will be further discussions with Flanigan and Kosygin.
General Secretary Brezhnev: At nighttime too.
Chairman Kosygin: How shall we divide it? Half the time for me

and half the time for Gromyko?
[The Soviet side then suggested that an announcement for both

sides be made concerning this meeting. It contained the facts of the
date of the meeting, the participants, the atmosphere and that there
were signatures of the space and science and technology agreements.
President Nixon suggested that the topic for discussion for the meet-
ing be termed “European matters” rather than “European security.”
The Soviet side accepted this, and the text of the announcement was
agreed to. The meeting then concluded.]
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266. Backchannel Message From the Head of the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks Delegation (Smith) to the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger) in
Moscow1

Helsinki, May 24, 1972, 0930Z.

Tohak 113. Deliver immediately even if Dr. Kissinger is in meeting.
Dear Henry:
Sonnenfeldt telcon2 suggests that root of possible misunderstand-

ing between us lies in Soviet formula use simply of the word “mis-
siles” rather than the words (which we have tried to negotiate and
which we were planning to make in a unilateral statement) “the largest
light ICBM now operational on either side.”3

If at Moscow you can get agreement that there will be no significant
increase (a) in the size of ICBM silo launchers, or (b) in the volume of
ICBMs beyond that of the largest light ICBM currently deployed by ei-
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1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 1088,
Howe Vietnam Chronological File, May 24, 1972. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes
Only.

2 No record of this telcon has been found.
3 In his memoirs Smith writes that at 9 a.m. on May 24 he learned that the negoti-

ations in Moscow on possible constraints on ICBM modernization now included defin-
ing “significant” as no more than 10 to 15 percent. (See footnote 7, Document 263.) He
said that although he had been advised not to share this information with anyone until
he heard from Kissinger, he passed its substance to the other delegates. He noted that it
was just as well that he had because General Allison immediately pointed out that un-
der the proposed formula the United States would have to halt its Minuteman III pro-
gram, in which 550 single-warhead Minuteman I missiles were being replaced with
MIRVed Minuteman III missiles which had “significantly” larger volume than the Min-
uteman I. Smith wrote that he immediately rushed a message to Kissinger headed “De-
liver immediately even if Dr. Kissinger is in meeting” warning him of this danger, and
pointing out that the delegation’s earlier proposal to define a heavy missile as one hav-
ing greater volume than “the largest light ICBM now operational on either side” (the 
Soviet SS–11) would still permit significant increases in U.S. ICBMs while stopping the
Soviet ICBM buildup. (Doubletalk, p. 415)
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ther side, and you can get the word “significant” further defined to be
no more than 10 to 15 per cent, that would be great improvement.4

Warm regards.
Gerry Smith

4 Not knowing how quickly his message would be delivered, Smith also telephoned
the Moscow White House and talked to Mossbacher, explaining the effect the provision
under consideration would have on the U.S. MIRV program. He said Mossbacher must
have been impressed by his urgency, because a Kissinger aide called back, saying they
couldn’t understand his message and had thought they were trying to get the definitions
precisely as Smith had recommended. Over an open line (to which he assumed Soviet in-
telligence agents were listening), he advised against using the specific number (10 to 15
percent) to define “significant” as it applied to missile volume. No record of these phone
conversations has been found. Smith recalled that he then sent another cable to Kissinger,
explaining how the formula under consideration would affect Minuteman III and sug-
gesting one with “no significant increase (a) in the size of ICBM silo launchers or (b) in
the volume of missiles beyond that of the largest light ICBM currently deployed by either side,
and then define ‘significant’ as no more than 10 to 15 per cent . . . ” (Doubletalk, pp. 415–416)

267. Telegram From the Head of the Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks Delegation (Smith) to the Department of State1

Helsinki, May 24, 1972, 1320Z.

SALT VII 1368. Subj: Smith–Semenov Post Mini-plenary Conver-
sation May 24.

1. In post meeting conversation today, Semenov remarked to Smith
“off the record” that he had no information about the discussions of
SALT taking place in Moscow. He said that he had tried unsuccessfully
to reach Gromyko as late as midnight, and the foreign ministry knew
nothing. He hoped to have further instructions some time in the after-
noon. Smith said he was in a similar situation. Semenov said that it was
a good thing that our leaders were discussing these matters. Semenov
stated that he had instructions to conclude agreement here in Helsinki
on all points. Smith said that he had the same guidance.

2. Semenov also indicated that he had no new instructions on 
the SLBM question. He did repeat that the Soviet side considered the
number 48 important, that this figure did not place in doubt national
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technical means of verification, and that the Soviet position is that put-
ting into service additional SLBM launchers on modern submarines in
the USSR would, beginning with the 49th submarine, be replacements
for older types of ICBM or SLBM launchers. He also noted the Soviet
proposal concerning details of SLBM limitation calling for a different
form than the American proposal. He said the US proposals were being
studied.

3. Smith noted that Soviets clearly knew US position on substance.
As to matter of form, Smith expressed strictly personal and unin-
structed view that it might be possible to change the form of the de-
tailed SLBM presentation.

4. Semenov agreed with Smith on developing agreed positions on
establishment of the standing consultative commission upon resump-
tion of follow-on SALT talks. (Exchange on this subject reported sep-
tel.) Smith also read and handed Semenov “statement of the US side”
denying validity of “earlier statement of the Soviet side,” concerning
compensation for forward SLBM basing and allied submarines, using
text provided in State 894562 (this statement and brief exchange is also
reported septel).3

Smith
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2 Telegram 89456 from the Department of State to the U.S. SALT delegation in
Helsinki, May 20. (Ibid.)

3 In telegram SALT VII 1369 from Helsinki to Kissinger and Rogers, May 24, Smith
reported that during his post-meeting conversation with Semenov, he read and handed
over the text of the following U.S. statement: “The United States side has studied ‘the
statement of the Soviet side’ of May 17 concerning compensation for submarine basing
and SLBM submarines belonging to third countries. The United States does not accept
the validity of the considerations in that statement.” He said that Semenov replied that
he understood the U.S. position and noted that the United States could consider the So-
viet statement as a unilateral one. Smith reiterated that the Soviet statement was not ac-
ceptable. Semenov said that if there had been agreement, the statement would have been
bilateral and he was sorry they could not reach agreement. (Ibid.)
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268. Telegram From Secretary of State Rogers to the Department
of State1

Moscow, May 24, 1972, 1515Z.

Secto 15.
1. Following is cleared memcon between Secretary and Soviet

Minister of Foreign Trade Patolichev May 23.
2. Begin text.
Subject: US-Soviet Trade and Economic Relations.

PARTICIPANTS:
SOVIET:

Foreign Trade Minister N.S. Patolichev
Deputy Foreign Trade Minister A. Manzhulo
Deputy Foreign Trade Minister V.S. Alkhimov
Chief, American Countries Division, N.V. Zinov’yev
U.S. Desk Officer, Mft, Mrs. Ye. A. Voronkov
Deputy Chief of Protocol, V.A. Rakhmanin

U.S.:

Secretary of State Rogers
Mr. Peter Flanigan
Mr. Dean Hinton
Mr. Lewis Bowden

Date and place: May 23, 1972, Ministry of Foreign Trade, Moscow,
USSR

The Secretary led off by saying our respective leaders had in their
morning discussions today emphasized the desire for a substantial in-
crease in trade between our two countries. He had come to see Minis-
ter Patolichev with a view to examining concrete ways to solving the
main problems standing in the way of such expansion.

The Secretary mentioned possible feed grain purchases by the USSR
from the US, indicating that Mr. Flanigan had already talked to 
Patolichev in Washington about that and the whole range of problems
in the trade field between us. We had come to know the Soviet posi-
tions on these matters quite well. Some of the problems doubtless would
take a longer time but we hoped some could be successfully dealt with
this week. The Secretary then reminded Patolichev that Secretary 
Peterson had made a grain purchase proposal to him while he was in
Washington. He would be interested in knowing their response.
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1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 719,
Country Files, Europe, USSR, Vol. XXII, May 1972. Confidential; Exdis.
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Patolichev replied they had studied the proposal thoroughly and
in a positive spirit, but they were not yet in a position to give us a de-
finitive answer. He said he simply didn’t have the money. Moreover,
measures were being taken in Soviet agriculture which would have a
positive effect on the situation. (By this he clearly meant the Soviet
grain output this year.) He said that people in Washington had told
him there was a drought in the Rostov area but he had been informed
on returning from the US that it was raining there, so things didn’t look
so bad. He thought perhaps this whole subject would be touched on
by our leaders.

Minister Patolichev then expressed the belief that one day of meet-
ings should be set aside this week to economic matters and it was de-
cided that mutually convenient times would be found.

Mr. Flanigan said he had understood from this morning’s summit
meeting that working groups were supposed to be formed in the var-
ious fields and examine the possibility of some agreements. The Sec-
retary concurred that our leaders had indeed said it would be good to
find some agreements of an economic nature. He added that if we could
get rid of some of the main political problems then we could move to
some large deals. Meanwhile, we should concentrate on what was pos-
sible at this time.

Patolichev said he understood our proposal in Washington on feed
grains to be our last offer. He was forced to point out that the Soviet
Union had never bought grain abroad at such a high rate of interest
and that he had so indicated in Washington to Secretary Peterson. Then
the Minister summarized the thoughts he had expressed in Washing-
ton about a shorter term feed grains agreement now to cover the pe-
riod until PL 480 expires, at which time perhaps a longer term agree-
ment could be worked out. He pointed to the advantages a long-term
commitment from the USSR would have for the US, since it would in-
volve buying a certain amount per year regardless of the grain crop in
the USSR. He specified a commitment over three years to buy $750 mil-
lion worth of feed grains—$200 million the first year but with the out-
standing debt at any one time not to be more than $500 million. He
concluded that he had reported our conditions of sale to his superiors
but it was obvious that our two positions were not close. He also stated
that he had reported that a grain deal at this time would create a good
atmosphere among the public and in Congress, as well as facilitate the
solution of other problems between us.

Mr. Flanigan observed that as of now the only credits available for
such purchases was from the CCC and that the Soviets were aware of
this.

Patolichev said he hoped we could revert to this subject later in
the week. He would recommend that we come up with some more
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agreeable proposals. The Secretary replied that our briefcases were
empty.

Minister Patolichev returned to the question of this year’s harvest.
He said that the year had started out looking very bad but that things
were getting better fast. In the Volga and North Caucacus areas the
winter grain had been badly hit but now after considerable efforts,
things had been put into good shape. Mr. Flanigan said we were happy
to learn that the grain situation was improving but as everyone knew
demand for grain was also rising. The Soviets agreed, saying they eat
enough bread to feed two billion people in other countries.

Secretary Rogers then asked what about the Joint Trade Commis-
sion. Mr. Flanigan noted that Secretary Peterson had given Patolichev
a paper outlining the goals and functioning of such a commission. He
suggested we work up language about setting up such a commission
which could be put into a communiqué. Patolichev agreed and desig-
nated Mr. Manzhulo from his side for drafting.

Mr. Flanigan then shifted to lend lease, observing that we each un-
derstood the other’s point of view. He noted that the only big problem
remaining is the total figure. He thought that we would keep trying to
find a solution to that problem at the same time the Joint Trade Com-
mission was carrying out its assigned functions. He said our leaders
might find some acceptable middle ground on the total figure. Pa-
tolichev agreed, saying it was obviously in the interests of both coun-
tries to end the lend lease business so that the US could grant credits
and export more machinery and equipment to the USSR.2

The Secretary suggested they consult with their principals on our
feed grains proposal and promised we would consult ours about the
US position on the total lend lease figure.

Rogers
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2 Telegram Secto 23 from Moscow, May 25, transmitted a message from Flanigan
to Assistant Secretary of State for Economic Affairs Willis C. Armstrong stating that the
Soviets were insisting on lend-lease repayment terms equivalent to those given to the
British in 1947. Flanigan asked Armstrong to compute what annual debt service pay-
ment would retire the debt and accrued interest, plus interest on the unpaid portion at
2 percent, in 30 years—assuming that the Soviets had agreed in 1947 to a debt of $500
million with interest at 2 percent compounded. He also asked for the equivalent inter-
est rate of a new $500 million, 30-year loan with payments starting in the first year. (Ibid.,
RG 59, Central Files 1970–73 DEF 19–8 US–USSR) In telegram 92887 to Moscow, May 25,
Armstrong replied that assuming terms equivalent to those accepted by the British with
no Soviet payments between July 1, 1946, and July 1, 1971, and assuming that the Sovi-
ets now agreed to begin payments as of July 1, 1972, with 2 percent interest on the un-
paid balance—which included both the stated principal of $500 million and accumulated
simple interest on the missed payments, he calculated a total sum of $795 million. The
true interest rate on the stated principal of $500 million over the next 30 years would be
53⁄4 percent. (Ibid.)
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269. Editorial Note

In his May 24, 1972, diary entry, White House Chief of Staff H.R.
Haldeman recorded that immediately after the signing ceremony that
afternoon, General Secretary Brezhnev and President Nixon “started
down the hall with our advance party meeting them. And we thought
they were going across to go into the Residence and down to get in his
car, when all of a sudden the P and Brezhnev disappeared down a cor-
ridor, zipped into an elevator, shot downstairs, came out into the drive-
way, popped into Brezhnev’s car and roared off with Duncan [Secret
Service man] just barely catching up.”

Nixon commented in his memoirs that “surprise is another favorite
technique of Communist negotiators” and recalled that after the May
24 signing of the agreement on cooperation in space exploration, he
and Brezhnev had walked out of the room together. Brezhnev had be-
gun talking about the dinner planned for them at one of the govern-
ment dachas outside Moscow that evening and suggested that they go
to the country right away so that he could see it in the daylight. Nixon
wrote that Brezhnev propelled him into an elevator that took them to
the ground floor, where they climbed into one of his limousines and
drove away while the Secret Service and the others rushed around try-
ing to find cars and drivers to follow them. (RN: Memoirs, page 612)

Haldeman wrote that “K had been waiting over at the Residence,
planning to ride with the P out to the dacha to get a chance to talk with
him, and the motorcade left without him. K missed the whole thing
and was, of course, furious, but got in the P’s car with Brennan and
shot on out. They didn’t get back until well after midnight.” (The Halde-
man Diaries: Multimedia Edition) In his version of this event Assistant
to the President Henry Kissinger recalled that when Brezhnev proposed
going to the dacha immediately, “Nixon accepted—there was little else
he could do, since Brezhnev was physically propelling him into his
car.” He wrote that “Presidential Assistants learn rather quickly to stay
close to their chiefs, especially on foreign trips” so he jumped into a
Soviet follow-up car. Kissinger described the “small motorcade con-
taining Nixon and Brezhnev in one car and me in another [speeding]
out of Moscow . . . followed by Nixon’s own car, full of Secret Service
agents beside themselves that the President of the United States had
been abducted in front of their very eyes by the Soviet Union’s Num-
ber One Communist.” He added that “the evening was to be marked
by sudden unpredictable changes. Having successfully ‘kidnapped’ the
president once, Brezhnev, in high good spirits on our arrival at the
dacha, then whisked him down to the boat landing for a hydrofoil
ride.” (White House Years, pages 1223–1224)
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270. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1

Moscow, May 24, 1972.

SUBJECT

Vietnam: Talking Points for Your Meeting on May 24

I. The Great Power Relationship

—We cannot allow localized situations to threaten Soviet-American
relations and the prospects for a new era. Great powers must exercise
their influence and restraint to prevent such situations from getting out
of hand and undermining the very bilateral principles which we have
been working on.

—When nations directly challenge the interests of major powers,
the latter must move decisively. We both understand this.

—The Soviet Union must assume a responsibility, whenever they
supply massive armaments, and they must be prepared to deal with
the consequences when they fail to exercise such a responsibility.

II. The Reasons Underlying Our May 8 Decision

—While continuing our course of unilateral disengagement from
Vietnam, we pursued every conceivable avenue of negotiation. And
we exercised the utmost restraint over a period of months while North
Vietnam prepared for its massive conventional invasion of South Viet-
nam. Hanoi’s answer to every peace offer we have made has been to
escalate the war.

—I have repeatedly warned of the potential consequences of Hanoi’s
negotiating intransigence, its continued insistence on imposing its polit-
ical will on South Vietnam through the use of force, and the resultant
threat to U.S. forces remaining in South Vietnam. This point was made
especially clear to the Soviet leaders in Dr. Kissinger’s April meetings in
Moscow2 and our subsequent exchanges through private channels.

—Despite professions to the contrary, Hanoi refused to negotiate
seriously. It continued to abandon all restraint, throwing its whole army
into battle in the territory of its neighbor.
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1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 487, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, The President’s Conversations in Salzburg, Moscow, Tehran, and War-
saw, May 1972, Part 1. Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. A notation on the paper indicates the
President saw it.

2 For Kissinger’s discussions of Vietnam during his secret trip to Moscow, see Doc-
uments 134, 139, and 159.
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—We were thus faced with an entirely new situation. As a result,
on May 8 I announced my decision to take the steps necessary to deny
Hanoi the weapons and supplies it needs to continue the aggression.
These measures were not directed at any third country and designed
in such a way as not to interfere with freedom of navigation on the
high seas.3

—We will persist in these and other measures against North Viet-
nam until our prisoners of war are returned and an internationally su-
pervised ceasefire has begun. However, as evidence of our good will,
we have restricted bombardments in the Hanoi area for the duration
of my trip. I have also given American commanders strict instructions
to ensure that no attacks will be directed against foreign vessels re-
maining within North Vietnamese harbors. We will do everything pos-
sible to avoid involving your ships.

—I want to emphasize that the U.S. is not seeking to impose its
will or to humiliate North Vietnam. We took these actions because they
were forced upon us.

—We are willing to conclude a settlement that meets the legitimate
concerns of all parties including North Vietnam.

III. Specific Negotiating Issues

A. Legality of the May 8 Actions and Delivery of Civilian Cargoes.

[This is an issue you will not wish to raise yourself, but the Soviets
probably will, attacking the mining of approaches to DRV ports as il-
legal and depriving the DRV civilian cargoes for its people. If they raise
these questions, suggested talking points are:]4

—Mining is not illegal and both sides have previously used it in
the present conflict. The actions we have taken are entirely within the
internal or territorial waters of North Vietnam and carefully designed
to uphold our legal obligations with respect to freedom of navigation
on the high seas.

—For these same legal considerations, there is no way to differ-
entiate between various types of cargo without taking measures inter-
fering with third country shipping beyond North Vietnam’s claimed
territorial waters.

—If these actions bring some suffering to the North Vietnamese
people, this flows directly as a consequence of the suffering they have
chosen to inflict on South Vietnam.

1044 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV
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B. Internationally Supervised Ceasefire and Prisoners of War.

[The Soviets have evidenced some interest in what kind of cease-
fire we have in mind. Brezhnev mentioned an in-place ceasefire at my
meetings with him in April. After your May 8 speech Dobrynin asked
what type of ceasefire we had in mind—whether it could be in-place
or whether there were other conditions, i.e. withdrawal of North Viet-
namese forces. You do not want to restrict our flexibility on this since
the Soviets have probably just been probing our position and it has be-
come quite apparent they can’t speak for Hanoi. Your talking points:]

—We are prepared to discuss the modalities of an internationally
supervised ceasefire with the DRV. Thus far we have had no indica-
tion they are prepared to enter into such negotiations.

—By prisoners of war we mean all American military men [and
innocent civilians] held prisoner throughout Indochina, namely North
Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia and South Vietnam. Concurrent with their
release we will insist on a complete accounting of all those missing in
action.

—We are prepared to discuss the modalities of prisoner returns
immediately with the DRV.

—We urge the Soviet Union, as a humanitarian matter, to use its
influence with its allies to secure humane treatment for Americans held
captive throughout Indochina and the immediate release of those who
are sick, wounded and have been held for more than four years.

C. Withdrawals

—No one can claim that we seek a permanent presence in South
Vietnam when we have already withdrawn 500,000 men.

—Once prisoners of war are released and the internationally su-
pervised ceasefire has begun, we will proceed with a complete with-
drawal of all American forces from South Vietnam within four months.
There would be no American residual force.

—We will not retain any U.S. or allied bases, but we will not dis-
mantle any GVN bases.

[The Soviets could raise the question of U.S. forces stationed out-
side of South Vietnam, e.g., Thailand and the 7th Fleet. Again, we want
to retain our freedom of maneuver. If raised, your talking points:]

—We will not negotiate with Hanoi about our forces stationed out-
side of South Vietnam. Obviously, the activities of such forces against
communist military activities in Indochina will be halted as part of an
internationally supervised cease-fire.

—Some of these forces could eventually be withdrawn once ef-
fective and viable guarantees have been established to ensure the sta-
tus of Indochina.
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D. Political Questions.

—The North Vietnamese pose unacceptable demands by insisting
on the dismemberment of the present GVN as a precondition for talks
leading to the settlement of internal political problems.

—We and the GVN have made extremely generous offers. We are
prepared to listen to constructive counter-proposals. We will endorse
and abide by any political arrangement that South Vietnamese politi-
cal forces can work out peacefully between themselves.

—We believe, however, that the political issue is stalemated. The
most rapid way to end the war is to settle military issues alone and
leave the political questions to the Vietnamese themselves. This is the
fundamental approach embodied in my May 8 speech.

—If Hanoi is holding up progress on the negotiating front in the
hope of further political concessions by the U.S., then the Soviet Union
could serve a useful role and perhaps help speed the negotiating
process by disabusing the DRV of any such expectation.

E. Resumption of Talks, Public and Private.

—We always remain prepared to hold serious negotiations and
have always believed that the best forum for progress is through pri-
vate meetings. We offered through you to meet privately with the North
Vietnamese on May 215 but we never received a reply.

—We are opposed to resuming plenaries prior to secret negotia-
tions because they have proven an even more sterile forum than pri-
vate sessions. Their resumption without private meetings would raise
false hopes and mislead public opinion.

[The Soviets may apply great pressure for the resumption of ple-
naries and, depending on the tenor of the conversations, they may press
for such meetings as a minimum they must accomplish on behalf of
the North Vietnamese, or even a fig-leaf for not doing more. If their
approach appears to fit the above-described pattern, you could say:]

—We will agree to resume plenary meetings with the under-
standing that private talks will resume as well.
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271. Memorandum of Conversation1

Moscow, May 24, 1972, 7:50–11 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Leonid I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU
Nikolai V. Podgorny, Chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet
Aleksei N. Kosygin, Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR
Andrei M. Aleksandrov-Agentov, Assistant to the General Secretary
Viktor M. Sukhodrev, Interpreter
A Second Soviet Interpreter/Notetaker

The President
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Winston Lord, Special Assistant to Dr. Kissinger
John Negroponte, NSC Staff Member

SUBJECT

Vietnam

General Secretary Brezhnev: We can continue our discussion. What
is the plan for tonight?

The President: Of course, there is some unfinished business on
SALT which I hope can be resolved at the working level. If not, we will
have to finish it in the morning.

General Secretary Brezhnev: After our discussion of yesterday I
believe we agreed in the main on some acceptable points on SALT.2

Gromyko and Smirnov on our side will talk to Dr. Kissinger, and both
sides agree to instruct our delegation in Helsinki.

I did learn that Gromyko was not able to meet with Kissinger be-
cause Kissinger was busy, so perhaps after tonight’s meeting they can
get together, unless, of course, Dr. Kissinger thinks up something more
to complicate matters.3

The President: That discussion, of course, has been very difficult
because on both sides it involves our vital interests. We have to be very
careful and you have to be very careful to make an agreement we 
can both live with. I think we have a basic understanding, but it is 
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1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 487, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, The President’s Conversations in Salzburg, Moscow, Tehran, and War-
saw, May 1972, Part 2. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes Only. The meeting was
held in General Secretary Brezhnev’s dacha, Zarech’ye, Moscow. According to the Pres-
ident’s Daily Diary, the meeting was from 7:55 to 11:00 p.m. (Ibid., White House Central
Files)

2 See Documents 262 and 263.
3 See Document 273.
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important to get it cleared up so that we can proceed with the signing
on Friday.4

General Secretary Brezhnev: That is how it looks.
The President: I think we have made a good start on European

matters and we should be able to discuss it further at one of our meet-
ings, probably Friday. Then tomorrow we should have further discus-
sions on trade. If we could get that wrapped up we could have some
announcement on Saturday. We could at least announce the Commis-
sion tomorrow and whatever else we can agree to on Saturday.

General Secretary Brezhnev: Of course it is quite true we must
bring to a conclusion all that we have been discussing. Of course, in
the international field there is the Middle East and Vietnam. These are
acute questions but nevertheless it is necessary to discuss them.

The President: I think it is important to discuss both these subjects
in this small forum because these are issues where we have some ba-
sic disagreements. It is important to discuss where we disagree and
where we can find agreement.5

Several times during the course of our meetings, General Secre-
tary Brezhnev has mentioned that Vietnam is a difficult issue and that
because of developments that have occurred there the possibility of
constructive progress at this meeting might have been jeopardized. I
know it was very difficult for the Soviet leaders to look at the situa-
tion in Vietnam and make a decision nevertheless to continue our dis-
cussion as we have continued it at the highest level on other matters.

On the other hand, I believe one of the rules that both our coun-
tries must bear in mind in the future is that we must at all costs avoid
what may be very important but what is essentially a collateral issue
preventing progress on other issues that are overriding in our relations.
We certainly did not choose this particular time to have the Vietnam
situation flare up. The choice was by the North Vietnamese. Under the
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4 May 26.
5 Kissinger recalled that “Nixon decided to put Vietnam squarely on the table. If

he had not, the Soviet leaders surely would have; they were loaded for bear.” He wrote
that once the subject was Vietnam, “the easy camaraderie vanished; the atmosphere
clouded suddenly from one second to the other. Each of the three Soviet leaders in turn
unleashed a diatribe against Nixon, who, except for two one-sentence interruptions, en-
dured it in dignified silence.” Kissinger commented that he suddenly thought that “for
all the bombast and rudeness, we were participants in a charade. While the tone was
bellicose and the manner extremely rough, none of the Soviet statements had any oper-
ational content. The leaders stayed well clear of threats. . . . The Soviet leaders were not
pressing us except with words. They were speaking for the record, and when they had
said enough to have a transcript to send to Hanoi, they would stop. . . . The fact is that
except for their bullying tone in this session the Soviet leaders treated Vietnam as a sub-
sidiary issue during the summit.” (White House Years, pp. 1225–1228)
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circumstances I was left with no choice but to react as we did react. I
realized this posed a very difficult problem for the Soviet leadership.

We were faced with a situation where 60,000 U.S. troops would
have been endangered had not strong action been taken. We were also
faced with the continuing problem where as many as 1,000 or more are
missing in action and not accounted for, most or many of whom are
known to be prisoners of war. And despite the withdrawal of 500,000
United States soldiers since I took office and after offer after offer in
the negotiations, 149 public meetings in Paris and 13 private meetings
which Dr. Kissinger conducted produced absolutely nothing from the
North Vietnamese except for an ultimatum for us to get out under con-
ditions which we will not accept.

Our position now is very forthcoming. We believe it is fair. As a
matter of fact, the General Secretary in his conversations with Dr.
Kissinger in his visit a few weeks ago suggested the consideration of
a ceasefire. All we ask now is a return of and an accounting for our
prisoners of war and a ceasefire. Once that is agreed to, we will with-
draw all Americans within four months and cease military actions. We
cannot go any further than that. Nothing further is negotiable on that
point.

We could talk at great length about the wisdom of the American
position in Vietnam. I know the views of the Soviet leaders. You know
ours. No useful purpose would be served by going over past history.
We now confront the fact that we have taken every step to bring an
end to what is the only major international issue which clouds rela-
tions between the United States and the USSR. It is our intention to
end the war by negotiations; but negotiations must be fair to both sides.
There cannot be an ultimatum to us to impose on the South Vietnamese
a government the North Vietnamese cannot impose by themselves. If
the North Vietnamese are unwilling to end the war that way [by ne-
gotiations],6 then I will do whatever I must to bring the war to an end.
Anything we do we will have in mind our desire not to exacerbate the
relations between us. To this end we rejected the idea of a blockade
which would have involved Soviet ships. During this meeting, for ex-
ample, we stopped bombing the Hanoi area because of our desire to
avoid any incidents embarrassing these talks. We have now reached
the point where we see no way to deal with the North Vietnamese ex-
cept the course I have chosen. Now the choice is theirs. They can have
a peace which respects their independence and ends the conflict
throughout Southeast Asia. Or we will have to use the military means
available to us to bring the war to an end.
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Let me be very frank. I am aware of the fact that the Soviet Union
has an alliance with North Vietnam. I am aware that the Soviet Union
supports the ideological views of the North Vietnamese. Of course, I
am also aware that the Soviet Union has supplied military equipment
to North Vietnam. All of this I understand as an international fact of
life. We happen to disagree about that area. On the other hand, as two
great powers which have at present so many positive considerations
moving in the right direction, it seems to me that the mutual interest
of both the United States and the USSR would be served by our doing
what we can to bring the war to an end. Candidly, I realize that the So-
viet Union, because it does have an alliance with North Vietnam and
because it supplies military equipment, might be able to influence them
to negotiate reasonably. But up to this point, looking at the evidence,
I would have to say we have run into a blank wall on the negotiations
front. So the situation is one where we have to continue our military
actions until we get some assurance that going back to the negotiating
table would produce some negotiating progress. If we can get that, then
we might reconsider our present policy.

Let me conclude that I don’t suggest the Soviet Union is respon-
sible for the fact that the offensive took place at this time. I only say
that it did take place and we had to react the way we did. So we can
see how this kind of situation can be very embarrassing to our rela-
tions in the future where the irresponsible acts of an ally could be sup-
plied with arms and get out of control at some future time. I want you
to know that I’m very frank on this subject because I know that our
Soviet friends disagree with me, but I know they’d want me to express
myself very frankly and I have.

We could, of course, welcome any suggestions, but we would re-
spectfully suggest that each of us in such a situation must put ourselves
in the position of the other one. There may have been other times when
the Soviet Union has felt it had to act decisively to protect what it be-
lieved were its interests. We may not have approved with the action, but
we have not allowed incidents to mar our relationship. Now in this in-
stance, we ought to get this out of the way as quickly as possible so we
can have progress in other fields. That progress will go forward anyway,
but it will go forward faster if Vietnam is not clouding our relationship.

In the final analysis we must recognize that when people say stop
the war, we don’t want to continue the war. They do. We want the war
to stop now if they stop. It takes two to stop a war. We have been ready
for three years. Now they must decide whether they want to stop the
war or to take the consequences of not stopping it.

I have finished.
General Secretary Brezhnev: Well, Mr. President, we have indeed

touched upon a very very acute and serious problem, because this is
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a problem of war. More especially it is a problem of a war which is
poisoning the general international situation as a whole and because
it is having an effect on relations between the U.S. and the Soviet Union.
I wish to emphasize it is particularly important to note this at this pre-
cise moment when cruel bombing has been resumed and where once
again very cruel military actions have been taken against North Viet-
nam. I had occasion to talk about this with Dr. Kissinger, but we want
to take this opportunity now to emphasize that not only we but most
of the nations of the world are calling this a shameful war and quite
rightly calling it aggression.7

There is perhaps indeed no need for us to go into all the details of
the past, but there is one point that we should like to emphasize and
that is the new escalation of the war, particularly the bombing of North
Vietnam started by you at the very time when the Chairman of the
Council of Ministers, our Prime Minister, was in Hanoi [1965]. At that
time, North Vietnam wasn’t doing anything.

You have just given your own assessment of this war and your
own explanation for the war. We must most resolutely and forthrightly
tell you, Mr. President, that our assessment is of a fundamentally dif-
ferent nature. You have heard on more than one occasion our assess-
ment of this war in the statement of all the leaders of the Soviet Union.
Perhaps we do not wish at this time to engage in polemics here on this
subject, but we must say that we shall not depart from our assessment
because we are profoundly convinced that it is right.

I agree, as I have said before, that we should not delve deep into
the past; but certainly the fact is that the Geneva Accords8 which es-
tablished the basis for peace in Indochina were grossly violated. And
it would be appropriate to mention where these agreements were vio-
lated. It is a fact that the elections in South Vietnam envisaged by the
Geneva Accords were not held, and it is no secret why this was not
done. It was quite clear at that time who would win the election and
on which side lay the support of the Vietnamese people.
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7 In his memoirs Nixon wrote that everyone had been in a good humor when they
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which had been scheduled for 8. “For the next three hours the Soviet leaders pounded
me bitterly and emotionally about Vietnam.” He recalled that he “momentarily thought
of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde when Brezhnev, who had just been laughing and slapping
me on the back, started shouting angrily that instead of honestly working to end the
war, I was trying to use the Chinese as a means of bringing pressure on the Soviets to
intervene with the North Vietnamese.” (RN: Memoirs, p. 613)

8 The July 1954 Geneva accords which ended the hostilities in Indochina and pro-
vided for a temporary partition of Vietnam pending a nationwide election in the sum-
mer of 1956.

491-761/B428-S/60006

1240_A62-A67  10/31/06  12:04 PM  Page 1051



The question arises why shouldn’t the Vietnamese and not some-
one else determine who leads the government of South Vietnam? Why
is it that recipes for a solution of the question in Vietnam do not come
from the Vietnamese themselves but instead come from Washington?
Now that is certainly rather strange logic. After all, no one invited the
U.S. into Vietnam; you went into Vietnam with an enormous army and
then the Americans started saying they were defending themselves.
Actually the fact is they went into a country not belonging to them and
then said it was self-defense. That is very strange. On what laws was
this based? There are no such laws. And this can be qualified as noth-
ing short of pure aggression.

Now you say you want to end this war and quite calmly put for-
ward the idea. But this is at a time when you are carrying out cruel
bombing raids not only in the direct theater of battle but also against
the peaceful civilian population. All this you say is your method of
ending the war. Surely there is nothing in common between these ac-
tions and ending the war. They can only amount to a deliberate effort
to destroy a country and kill off thousands, millions of innocent peo-
ple. For what sake is this, by what right is this being done? It would
certainly be interesting to hear for the sake of what the U.S. invaded
Vietnam. Why is it waging the longest war in the history of the United
States? It is a war against a very small country far from the U.S. which
does not threaten the U.S. in any way whatsoever. What country could
justify such actions? I am sure no nation could find any just explana-
tion for what is being done. And that is probably why all countries call
the U.S. the aggressor and probably rightly so. I don’t want to hurl
more epithets on you. There have been quite enough epithets heaped
on you as it is. But how can the methods you use now be called a
method of ending the war in Vietnam? Today is not the time for such
acts.

All of this is not to mention the fact that your actions affect some
of our interests directly.

Chairman Kosygin: Just today I contacted the Minister of Merchant
Marine, and I received a report around 2:00 p.m. that one American
bomb fell 120 meters away from one Soviet vessel, in another case 350
meters away and another no more than 500 meters away from Soviet
ships. In fact, your planes are blatantly buzzing and bombing near So-
viet ships, and all of this at a time when you are here in Moscow con-
ducting negotiations with us.

General Secretary Brezhnev: If underlying your explanation in
which you try to show us your desire to end the war was a genuine
intent on the part of the U.S., we are sure that a power of the stature
of the U.S. with a big and able diplomatic apparatus could find a way
to come to terms with the Vietnamese to end the war. But if we now
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look into the process of negotiations to date we see that you have 
emphasized one idea: that Vietnam must accept your conditions for
settlement. Why? Why should the Vietnamese accept American ideas
for a settlement? After all, they are not demanding part of American
territory as part of a settlement and they are not demanding any other
benefit as a price for a settlement. They suggest the war be ended and
a coalition government with the participation of all three forces be es-
tablished in the area and that be followed by the free expression of the
will of the South Vietnamese people. But all that has not been accepted.

Just recently, I saw a proposal on the Vietnamese side that the Paris
negotiations be continued, but the U.S. together with Saigon rejected
the idea of further negotiations on a settlement in Vietnam. Surely this
doesn’t reflect the desire of seriously trying to end the war. It is man-
ifest of the new aggressive aspirations on the part of the U.S. in Viet-
nam and that is done in the way that all nations in the world reject the
positions taken by the U.S. But, of course, if the U.S. and the President
of the United States is willing to be branded everywhere in the world
as an aggressor, then of course there is practically no way the matter
can be discussed.

Then again on the other hand you are here and we conduct dis-
cussions on many issues to try to reach agreements. You yourself ad-
mitted how difficult it was for us to decide to hold these talks in such
conditions. It is certainly true we are allies of the DRV and we are meet-
ing our international duty and that is something we will continue to
do to the hilt. Here I want to emphasize that no bombing can ever re-
solve the war in Vietnam.

It does seem to appear the U.S. is upholding some interests of its
own in Vietnam. Because I certainly don’t think if the U.S. earnestly
desired negotiations on the basis of realistic conditions, if the condi-
tions were right for negotiations, I don’t believe the Vietnamese would
not agree to return the prisoners of war. It is certainly a fact in the nor-
mal course of things that prisoners of war are returned after the end
of a war. That’s the way we acted at the end of World War II. When
the war ended we returned the prisoners we had on our hands.

Surely Vietnam is a heavy burden on the hearts of all people, and
perhaps particularly so the Soviet people who went through a sad pe-
riod and lost 20 million in World War II. Of course, the U.S. had an
easier time in World War II. I believe if the U.S. had suffered the way
the Soviet people had, then perhaps you would look at matters about
Vietnam differently than at present, but of course God forbid that you
ever have to suffer what the Soviet people suffered in World War II.

You were quite right; it was certainly difficult for us to agree to
hold this meeting under present circumstances. And yet we did agree
to hold it. I want to explain why. We felt that preliminary work prior
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to the meeting warranted the hope that two powers with such eco-
nomic might and such a high level of civilization and all the other nec-
essary prerequisites could come together to promote better relations
between our two nations. And we could also use our beneficial influ-
ence to lessen tensions everywhere in the world, to counteract crisis
situations in the world in the future and ones that may already exist.
This is why we are holding our meetings and we felt this could also
apply to problems such as Vietnam. At first we felt the latest measures
taken by you in Vietnam were by accident or in irritation. But after
hearing your explanation we feel our views beginning to change be-
cause it seems to us on the one hand the U.S. wants to improve rela-
tions with us and improve the international climate generally, but while
continuing the cruel conflict in Vietnam. Surely these two things are
quite incompatible.

Now what I would like to say now is this. I don’t think it is real-
istic to believe we could register in our joint document that the two
sides set out their respective views on Vietnam because that would not
be understood by many countries. Countries would think either you
registered your own views to continue the war of aggression endlessly
or people would think we acquiesced. I know you did this in China in
the communiqué, and you wrote the clause that “the two sides set forth
their views.” It certainly is a fact that China does not have a principled
foreign policy of its own. It wants to set various countries at logger-
heads. It acts in its own interests and does not really pursue a princi-
pled foreign policy. I’m sure you understand that as we do. But the fact
is that we are not China.

We have said on many occasions, and notably in our exchange of
letters, that the war in Vietnam can never bring any laurels to the United
States—never. If you personally, Mr. President, did want earnestly to
end the war I have no doubt that without any assistance on our part
you could come to terms with the other side without any loss of pres-
tige. You could reach a peaceful settlement.

This is how matters stand at the present time. We want to sign im-
portant documents with you in which we say we want to solve all dif-
ferences through negotiation, not war, and advise others to follow that
path. At the same time you will be continuing the war in Vietnam, con-
tinuing to kill innocent people, killing women and children. Now could
that be understood? All this is when we continue a policy to lessen ten-
sions in the world and ensure peaceful conditions. In order to achieve
these goals, we want to extend a hand to you and accept your hand
offered in cooperation. How can we advise other countries to follow a
policy along these lines when you are doing what you do in Vietnam?
Why are all the peaceful civilians being killed in Vietnam? Both our
governments condemned Hitler when we fought together as allies.
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Now 29 years since the end of that war there is another war. One is
simply hard pressed to fathom this.

It’s surely doubtful that all of the American people are unani-
mously supporting the war in Vietnam. Certainly I doubt the families
of those who were killed or those who were maimed and remain crip-
pled support the war. In the name of what is that being done? Could
the prestige of the U.S. fall if the U.S. imposed a peaceful settlement
on Vietnam? Certainly not. The prestige of the U.S. would rise if you
took this course. And I believe that line would be earnestly welcomed
and saluted by the whole world.

I am sure if the U.S. Government, the U.S. President, applied what
I call a true spirit of genius and if you could impose peace on the area,
I repeat emphatically that U.S. prestige would soar. Look at the situa-
tion of DeGaulle when he ended the war in Algeria. When he came to
power the war had been going on for seven years without giving France
any laurels. When he extricated France from the war he immediately
became a national hero.

We are speaking quite frankly because we are politicians and must
be frank. We don’t put forward any conditions. We only ask that the war
be ended. We have no proposals of our own regarding a government in
Vietnam. We feel that’s for the Vietnamese to decide. They have proposed
a coalition government. We believe it is entirely their own business, not
ours. So we make no demands on you on this matter. We don’t say there
has to be a communist government in Vietnam. Whether their govern-
ment is communist or non-communist, that is their business.

Dr. Kissinger told me that if there was a peaceful settlement in
Vietnam you would be agreeable to the Vietnamese doing whatever
they want, having whatever they want after a period of time, say 18
months. If that is indeed true, and if the Vietnamese knew this, and it
was true, they would be sympathetic on that basis. Even from the point
of view of the election in the United States I submit that the end of the
war at this particular time would play a positive role whereas escala-
tion will not. As for sending in new waves of bombers against Viet-
nam, they cannot solve the problem and never can.

Another factor to take account of is that outside of Vietnam there
are other states, some small, some big, which will not accept the de-
feat of Vietnam. That too is something that should be foreseen. We are
after all mere human beings and cannot vouch at all times for the sit-
uation. We cannot foresee in detail everything that will happen to-
morrow. Our heads are not electronic computers, which will always be
absolutely precise in calculations to the smallest degree. Who can guar-
antee that we can foresee all the twists and turns of policy a thousand
years ahead? Certain things are perhaps eternal. Who will decide 
personally who will kill whom? After all, Hitler started the war for 
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living space but ended up with no space at all. I told Dr. Kissinger that
logic was a science and asked him to convey this thought to President
Nixon. And in these discussions of the situation, logic too must have
a part to play.

Chairman Kosygin: Mr. President, I fully associate myself with
what Comrade Brezhnev said on the most important question of Viet-
nam. Some six years or so ago our present interpreter translated my
conversation with President Johnson at Glassboro, and I must say I am
reminded of my conversation there by today’s meeting. President John-
son also told me he wanted to end the war in Vietnam and he too ad-
vanced many conditions for ending the war. After two days of discus-
sion at Glassboro I remember telling him my opinion, “You don’t want
to end the war; you want to do more fighting. Well, try it,” I said. “Let’s
see what it comes to.” He said he would strangle Vietnam and see what
happens. In short, he spoke from a position of strength. I am sad to say
that I must point out today you are also conducting the war from a po-
sition of strength, speaking from a position of strength.

Well as I say, six years have passed since that meeting with Pres-
ident Johnson. Since then something in the vicinity of one million Viet-
namese have been killed in that war. Perhaps you have lost one hun-
dred thousand of your own men and spent hundreds of billions of
dollars. What has all that led to? What have you achieved? And here
we are again around a table with a U.S. President and the conversa-
tion is very similar as it was with President Johnson six years ago. To
be very frank, you are acting even more cruelly than was Johnson. But
this certainly won’t result in any success.

The North Vietnamese could have easily invited other nations to
come to their help. There were many proposals from various quarters
to help the Vietnamese militarily. The Chinese were very anxious to go
into Vietnam to fight against the U.S. Despite all the problems, despite
their predicaments, the Vietnamese have never agreed to let others in-
tervene in the war. That surely should be analyzed from the point of
view of its historical significance. If the U.S. went in at the request of
no one but mercenaries as head of that country, North Vietnam, de-
spite the insistence of China to send in troops and other countries to
send in volunteers—both socialist and non-socialist countries—never
gave consent to that. Now that is a very significant fact and should be
analyzed. It is certainly in favor of Vietnam.

General Secretary Brezhnev: Their attitude is motivated by a de-
sire to lead matters to a peaceful settlement and their unwillingness to
let the situation develop into a major war, to let themselves be led into
a major war.

Chairman Kosygin: Mr. President, I believe you overestimate 
the possibility in present circumstances of resolving problems from a
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position of strength. There may come a critical moment for the Viet-
namese when they will not refuse to let in forces of other countries to
act on their own side.

The President: That threat doesn’t frighten us a bit, but go ahead
and make it.

Chairman Kosygin: Don’t think you are right in thinking what we
say is a threat and what you say is not a threat. This is a question of a
major war, and we say this, we don’t say it as a threat. This is an analy-
sis of what may happen and that is much more serious than a threat.

Mr. President, when you came to office we were of the opinion
you as a politician of long-standing would take advantage of the pos-
sibilities, and we think the possibility is still there since you were not
a party to unleashing the war. We still think there is something you
can do in order to end the war and to bring peace to that area. And if
an attempt is made to resolve the matter as you explained, that is to
say if they do not agree and you do use strength, in short you would
simply destroy Vietnam; that is something quite frankly that would en-
tail no glory either for the United States or yourself, Mr. President.

Now wherein lies the basic issue? You say you are prepared to
withdraw your troops and this the Vietnamese are now welcoming.
Now you say you want to secure the return of American prisoners of
war. Quite recently, Premier Pham Van Dong made a statement that as
soon as the war is over the Vietnamese are quite ready to release all
prisoners. So there is a solution to that problem too.

The third question is that of a government. They say they are will-
ing to set up a government of three elements. Dr. Kissinger knows just
several days ago Pham Van Dong’s statement was made public, and
that is what he told me when I spoke to him. So one thing remains.
You still need to retain the so-called President in South Vietnam, some-
one you call President, who has not been chosen by anyone.

The President: Who chose the President of North Vietnam?
Chairman Kosygin: The entire people.
The President: Go ahead.
Chairman Podgorny: As for the President in North Vietnam, the

late President Ho Chi Minh of North Vietnam was even admired by
the South Vietnamese and regarded as their President.

Chairman Kosygin: For the sake of him [Thieu], you want to send
under the axe hundreds of thousands of Vietnamese, maybe even a
million, and your own soldiers, simply to save the skin of a mercenary
President, so-called. We have known the Vietnamese leaders for many
years very well—Ho Chi Minh, Pham Van Dong, Le Duan. They are
all very serious-minded and dedicated and with great experience in
the struggle and devotion to their people.
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General Secretary Brezhnev: Of all the proposals, of every point
put forward by the Vietnamese, in none of them did the PRG or DRV
pose as a condition that they want to secure the reunification of North
and South Vietnam; never have they said so. In fact they are ready to
formalize this in an appropriate agreement and give a pledge to this
effect. If this is so, for what sake are they still being killed?

Chairman Kosygin: Mr. President, perhaps just to conclude this
subject, you demand that they give their constructive proposals and
they expect your constructive proposals. That’s where the difficulty is
created. Why not try while in Moscow to formulate some constructive
proposals we could pass on to the Vietnamese.

[The President offers cigarillos to the Soviet leaders who politely
decline. There is some light banter.]

If instead of continuing to support the so-called President, you
could formulate proposals which would really enable to bring the war
to and end, would that not be a veritable triumph for you on your re-
turn to your country from this visit? Think how much both of us would
contribute to mankind. We proceed on the assumption that you have
another four years ahead of you as President. We believe that you do
have another four years. From the point of view of history this is a brief
period, but if you could find a constructive solution you would go
down in history as a man who succeeded in cutting through this knot
which so many American Presidents have been unable to disentangle.
Then think of the prospects opened up for our two countries, our joint
ventures in many areas of the world? Isn’t it worth achieving this by
sacrificing the rot that is the present government in Saigon?

Chairman Podgorny: If I might just take a few minutes. Today we
have had very frank discussions, but perhaps they have been more
acute than others.

The President: That’s good.
Chairman Podgorny: But it is always better to hear directly from

a statesman his views on the world rather than hearing what radio
and TV have to say on what he has to say. Of all my colleagues here
I am the one who has been in Vietnam most recently. While there I
discussed a variety of subjects, both international and bilateral. It was
at that time the news came of your forthcoming visit to China. It was
only from me that the Vietnamese learned about our understanding
on your present visit to Moscow and when they heard you were com-
ing to Moscow they were very favorably inclined because they felt the
Soviet leaders could have a completely frank talk with the President
and they thought that perhaps the two sides could find some ways to
promote a solution to the Vietnam problem although there was no
thought that just we two could jointly solve the entire problem. But it
was felt something might come out of these discussions which could
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in some ways be helpful and conducive to finding a solution at the
Paris talks.

Now I don’t want to repeat what my colleagues said. It is certainly
true that Pham Van Dong and Le Duan, the present leaders of North
Vietnam, are men of common sense. They lay no claims, and said so
to me, to unification with South Vietnam. They only want the freedom
and the independence of South Vietnam, the freedom of the Vietnamese
people themselves, to settle all their own problems. As they put it, they
felt it would be good to set up a three-element government there and
prepare conditions for free elections in South Vietnam.

There is certainly no need for me to say that although it is a small
nation the Vietnamese are a heroic people, and I trust that you also rec-
ognize that they are a freedom-loving and heroic people. Regardless of
the number of your planes and naval forces which have been brought
to their shores, they will never give up their fight for independence.
They have in fact been fighting throughout their lifetime and through-
out history for freedom and independence. For a long time they fought
China. For many years they fought France. At long last in 1954 after
the Geneva Accords the dream appeared that they could enjoy free-
dom and independence and decide how to live by themselves and what
form of government to choose. It is sad that their dream did not come
true.

The most recent measures taken by the United States against Viet-
nam, of course, are as Comrades Brezhnev and Kosygin have already
said—they are unlawful. They constitute nothing but aggression, as
they are considered everywhere. It’s hard to find any country in the
world which supports these measures. What’s more, these measures
are not only against Vietnam but also against other countries which
have friendly relations with Vietnam and these countries cannot react
calmly to what goes on. The new escalation of the United States can-
not resolve the issue, the bringing in of new air and naval forces. So
surely some other methods must be sought to end the war, methods
based on negotiations aimed at solving the problem and ending the
war going on.

I don’t think anyone could really believe that these new drastic
measures in North Vietnam can be aimed at protecting 60,000 Ameri-
cans in Vietnam or to secure the freedom of prisoners of war in Viet-
nam. I don’t think many people are convinced that these are indeed
the true reasons for these measures.

Mr. President, you explained your position and motives for tak-
ing these measures in Vietnam. We have set out our own position and
attitudes on this question. I am afraid we have not convinced you we
are right. You may rest assured you have not convinced us you were
right in taking those measures. But since your visit is taking place in
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circumstances when all questions are taken up with a desire to soften
the situation in all areas, perhaps it would be worthwhile for you to
give more thought to possible measures the United States could take
to end the situation in Vietnam, a situation which at the present time
becomes more grave and intolerable daily. In the context of these talks
the events of Vietnam certainly place us in a very awkward position.

In conclusion may I just say we don’t doubt that if instead the
United States really took resolute measures to end this war and bring
about a peaceful solution, no country would ever think, and that in-
cludes the Vietnamese, the United States had capitulated in Vietnam.

General Secretary Brezhnev: Mr. President, I feel perhaps it is a
good thing to end the discussion for today. We have probably on both
sides spoken out our views on the substance.

I for one want to close with the following thought. You are quite
familiar, Mr. President, with the wrath of our people in connection with
Vietnam and the demands of socialist countries. You are familiar with
their indignation at your aggression and the war in Vietnam. They de-
mand that the bombing end and a peaceful solution be found. I must
say frankly that wrath is still in the hearts of the Soviet people, and no
order given to the people eradicate this sentiment. We certainly have
on both sides taken this into account in our discussions at such a high
level, and we cannot abstract this from all other questions because af-
ter all we agreed prior to the meeting not simply to discuss bilateral
matters but also international problems. Now the other day you your-
self said the most difficult problem between us were Vietnam and the
Middle East, and I feel today we have said some sharp things to one
another. And that is natural because the subject itself is very acute. Also
a lot of things said were useful and reasonable.

Man is a creature endowed by nature with a wonderful quality of
intelligence. If a man approaches a matter not from a selfish point of
view, but objectively looks at all that has been discussed between two
statesmen, he can find a reasonable way out of any predicament. I think
we can both agree that today we cannot say we have completed dis-
cussion of this problem or found a solution for it. Therefore perhaps it
would be expedient to end this discussion now and have dinner. I shall
say the night brings counsel. Perhaps we can return to this subject to-
morrow or the day after. We should try to make a new effort to find a
solution.

Chairman Kosygin: At least we should try to engage in a con-
structive search for a solution.

The President: Let me add I think our discussions have been very
helpful in setting forth our points of view. I appreciate the fact that our
hosts have been so direct and honest and candid about what they don’t
like about our policy and why. Because that’s the kind of discussions
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we should have at this level. Even after Vietnam is settled—and I trust
it will be settled soon—we will perhaps have to have discussions like
this about other subjects, either we or our successors. I can assure you
on our part we will continue our search for a negotiated end to the war
as we have been searching in the past three and one-half years.

As you know we were somewhat disappointed after Dr. Kissinger
visited here in April and the Soviet leaders were instrumental in get-
ting North Vietnam to meet with him privately. But rather than being
more reasonable, the North Vietnamese were more intransigent than
ever before. We find that hard to understand. As a matter of fact, to
show our own position, the General Secretary will note I picked up di-
rectly his suggestion of a ceasefire and proposed that we would with-
draw all forces within four months and discontinue all military actions
in exchange for a simple ceasefire. They rejected this out of hand. I
think, however, the General Secretary’s suggestion was a good one and
we will continue to pursue it.

I would just like to leave one thought regarding what our motive
really is. I know I won’t impress our hosts with any sentimental diplo-
matic doubletalk, and I never indulge in that. But as men who have
come up the hard way, as I have, as practical men and honest men, you
will have to take into account the record. As President Podgorny
pointed out, I didn’t send 550,000 men to Vietnam. They were sent by
President Johnson and President Kennedy. I have withdrawn over
500,000 men from Vietnam. That is certainly not an act of war. It is an
act of moving toward peace. By Easter of this year I had cut out air
sorties in Vietnam by 40% despite evidence of a very big buildup which
I know did threaten our forces, many of which are stationed in the
northern part of the country. Because I didn’t want an incident to oc-
cur before the meeting with Soviet leaders, I used total restraint and
did not react strongly on the military front.

Then the North Vietnamese on Easter weekend, in violation of the
1954 Accords, to which reference was made, and the 1968 under-
standing on the bombing halt,9 massively moved across the DMZ, and
under those circumstances I had to take the actions I considered nec-
essary as Commander-in-Chief to stop the invading forces. I would
simply emphasize the point suggested earlier of the possibility that the
action I took was because of irritation; if that were the case, I would
be a very dangerous man in the position I am in. The decision was
taken in cold objectivity. That is the way I always act, having in mind
the consequences, the risks politically.
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Our people want peace. I want it too. I want the Soviet leaders to
know how seriously I view this threat of new North Vietnamese escala-
tion. One of our great Civil War generals, General Sherman, said “War
is hell.” No people know this better than the Soviet people. We are deeply
aware of the bitter tragedy visited upon the Soviet nation in World Wars
I and II. By those standards this is just a small war. But it has cost the
U.S. 50,000 dead and 200,000 wounded. And since this offensive began,
30,000 South Vietnamese civilians, men, women and children have been
killed by the North Vietnamese, using Soviet equipment.

I would not for one moment suggest that the leaders of the Soviet
Union wanted that to happen. What I am simply suggesting at this
high level and very critical time in history, our goal is the same as yours.
We are not trying to impose a settlement, government, on anybody. We
are trying by a simple ceasefire to end the war, in other words, to im-
pose a peace.

I would say finally that Prime Minister Kosygin’s suggestion that
we think matters over is one we will take under consideration. I think
we might well discuss it again, perhaps Thursday or Friday.10 But the
main consideration must be this: We cannot—and I don’t think the So-
viet leaders seriously recommend we do so—send Dr. Kissinger to Paris
for a private meeting with the knowledge that nothing is going to hap-
pen. We have to have an indication that they will talk, something they
have never done with us. We don’t mean they have to come to sur-
render. We just want them to come and talk, as we are doing. They
have never done that in any meetings with Dr. Kissinger, let alone the
public meetings. If we can break that impasse, then we will end the
war quickly at the negotiating table. That’s the problem.

We don’t ask the Soviet leaders to find a formula for bringing the
war to an end, but your influence with your allies could be consider-
able. I am trying to indicate we will be reasonable at the negotiating
table, but we cannot go there and be dictated to by the other side. That’s
all we’ve had so far. But we will think it over, and maybe Dr. Kissinger
out of his brain will come up with a new proposal.

Chairman Kosygin: He’s got to find one. Given the desire, it can
be done.

The President: Maybe you can help us.
Chairman Kosygin: What kind of brain is it that does not produce

a new proposal?
The President: I think we have held up our hosts too long with

this discussion.
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General Secretary Brezhnev: Well, we have certainly had a most
serious discussion on a problem of world importance. I wish to reem-
phasize that what’s been said is useful, taking into account the level of
our discussion and the frankness of both sides. I do believe it is cor-
rect that this will not end our discussion of this topic; think things over
in an endeavor to find a solution. After all there is more than one so-
lution to any problem. One must find the most reasonable solution. We
understand by your last remark that you are prepared to look at this
and we understand you are prepared to do this.

The President: No question.
General Secretary Brezhnev: Mr. President, on the eve of coming

to this country we did note that you had decided not to harden your
position on bombing during your visit here. But unfortunately that has
not been the case and I hope you can appreciate our attitude toward
this and its significance.

Dr. Kissinger: To what does the General Secretary refer?
General Secretary Brezhnev: Haiphong and Hanoi.
Dr. Kissinger: We told your Ambassador we would not bomb in a

certain radius of Hanoi, a certain number of miles from Hanoi. And I am
not aware that this has been done, and if so you should tell us about it.

The President: We made a commitment.
General Secretary Brezhnev: It has been in the TASS communication.
Chairman Kosygin: I refer once again to the Minister of Marines’

report on our ships being buzzed and bombs being dropped near them
and American aircraft imitating bombing dives against our ships.

The President: We will check. That’s against our orders.11

General Secretary Brezhnev: You can appreciate our feeling on this
matter, because when one of our ships was damaged and some peo-
ple were wounded before your visit we lodged a protest with you, but
we didn’t say one word about this in the Soviet press. The entire world
knew about it.
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11 Following the meeting Kissinger cabled Haig in Washington, and reported Kosy-
gin’s accusation that U.S. bombing activities had been taking place close to Soviet ves-
sels berthed in DRV ports (presumably Haiphong). He said that Nixon had assured the
Soviet leaders that such activities, if true, were not authorized and that he would check
into these allegations. Kissinger asked Haig to send them any relevant information and
noted that it went without saying that “every effort must be made to avoid incidents
while we are in Moscow.” (Telegram Hakto 28, May 24; National Archives, Nixon Pres-
idential Materials, NSC Files, Box 480, President’s Trip Files, The Situation Room—Pres-
ident’s Trip, USSR, Iran, Austria, Poland, May–Jun 1972, HAKTO File) In telegram Hakto
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of Haiphong is prohibited until the President returns to the United States.” (Ibid., Howe
Vietnam Chronological File, Box 1089, May 25, 1972)
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Chairman Kosygin: Another thing, there is not a single ship on the
way to Vietnam now carrying military equipment—not one shell—only
flour and foodstuffs, no armaments whatever.

[The meeting ended at 11:00 p.m. and the party went upstairs to
dinner, where the conversation was devoted entirely to non-substantive
matters.]12

12 Haldeman’s diary records that the President had him in the next morning (May
25) to review the previous night’s meeting and said that “he had been very tough on
Vietnam and that this was the first time K had seen him operate like this.” Later Nixon
told Kissinger to give Haldeman a report on the session. Kissinger said that “the P had
been very tough and did a magnificent job, and that he was very, very cold after they
blasted us on Vietnam, and he just sat there and let them run out their strength, and had
done it superbly.” (The Haldeman Diaries, p. 464)

272. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1

Moscow, May 24, 1972.

SUBJECT

Talking Points on the Middle East for Your Meeting This Afternoon2

The Soviet Position: Recent Developments

A month ago in Moscow the Soviets raised the Mideast issue re-
peatedly and stressed the danger of an explosion—but they did not
show signs of flexibility on the concrete terms of a settlement. En-
couraging signs of realism on their part seem to slip away whenever
we press them for concreteness.
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1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 487, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, The President’s Conversations in Salzburg, Moscow, Tehran, and War-
saw, May 1972, Part 1. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes Only. A stamped notation
on the memorandum indicates the President saw it.

2 Discussion of the Middle East was postponed until May 26. In his memoirs
Kissinger wrote that when Brezhnev first invited Nixon to dinner with the top Soviet
leadership on May 24 to take up “outstanding issues,” they were told that Brezhnev
meant to discuss the Middle East. That afternoon, however, Dobrynin told him that the
most likely subject on the General Secretary’s mind was Vietnam. (White House Years, pp.
1222–1223) For Nixon and Brezhnev’s discussion of the Middle East, see Document 284.
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Gromyko’s offer to you of September 29 (Soviet troop withdrawal,
arms ban, and guarantee, as part of a settlement)3 was of course posi-
tive, but it did not address the issues at the heart of the Arab-Israeli
conflict. The paper they gave us in Moscow on April 224 on the terms
of a settlement simply reiterated the Egyptian position—a position
which Secretary Rogers rejected in June 1970.

This Soviet/Egyptian maximum position calls for complete Israeli
withdrawal and makes everything dependent on it. It pushes for
restoration of the pre-1967-war status quo in Gaza and Jerusalem, a
short time-limit on continuation of the ceasefire, demilitarized zones
on the Israeli as well as Egyptian sides, and a global settlement em-
bracing Syria and Jordan at the same time as Egypt.

In our view this is unrealistic:

—The parties themselves must negotiate the extent and timing of
Israeli withdrawal, and the US and USSR should not predetermine the
result.

—The ceasefire must continue in order to provide favorable con-
ditions for a settlement.

—The more comprehensive the proposed scheme, geographically
or otherwise, the harder it will be to achieve.

—Pressures on Israel which ignore its security needs will either be
futile or will exacerbate tensions and risk a new war.

Within the past week, the Soviets indicated to us—encouragingly
—that they believe that now is the time for serious bargaining and that
Egypt cannot achieve its maximum positions. They are also resigned
to the fact that a finalized agreement is not possible at the summit.
There was even a brief hint of Soviet interest in distinguishing between
security arrangements and sovereignty, as we have been suggesting
since October—but Gromyko rejected this again on Monday.

Both sides are agreed that we should aim at reaching an agree-
ment later this year. We are agreed that an initial phase—an interim
agreement—should be announced and implemented as soon as an
overall agreement is reached.

In short, the Soviets are still pressing hard for a bilateral agreement on
the Mideast, but the divergences on the major issues are still wide. At the
Summit they still hope for an accord on “general principles.” We still want
to be forthcoming but without committing ourselves to anything impractical
or dangerous.
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1969–1976, volume XIII, Soviet Union, October 1970–October 1971.

4 For a review of U.S.-Soviet pre-summit negotiations of the Middle East, see Doc-
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In order to be constructive, we in the past week offered a proposal
of our own on Sinai security arrangements and a point-by-point analy-
sis of their April 22 proposal for a final settlement. In addition we have
with us now a counterproposal for a final settlement which you can hand to
Brezhnev when you meet.5

Your Talking Points

1. The Soviet offer which Gromyko presented in September is con-
structive and positive. It is tangible evidence of the General Secretary’s
sincere belief that we two superpowers have a special responsibility
for peace and a special interest in our mutual relationship.

—You agreed with Gromyko in September that you hoped for a
substantive agreement by the time of the Summit. However, in spite
of good-faith efforts by both sides, the issues at the heart of the con-
flict proved difficult.

—In the last month, the Vietnam crisis intervened to make impos-
sible an intensified effort before the Summit. This is yet another ex-
ample of how the absence of a Vietnam peace has stood in the way of
realizing the full potential of U.S.-Soviet cooperation.

2. The basic issues are extraordinarily difficult. They will not be as
amenable to a solution as was the Berlin problem, because the parties
do not seem ready for a settlement.

—We have now prepared a U.S. counterproposal on the basic issues,
which we would like to hand over.

—Realism is needed on both sides. The whole point of our special
head-to-head involvement is to cut through the posturing and to face
up candidly to what is really possible. We cannot allow the settlement
process itself to create new tensions, fears, and temptations in the area
which could erupt in a new war.

—Total Israeli withdrawal without special security provisions is
simply unworkable.

3. Both sides have now shown a serious interest in reaching a bi-
lateral understanding. At this Summit meeting, we should agree on an
intensive work program and set a firm positive direction leading to an
agreement later this year.

—At this meeting we should define the areas of agreement, and
isolate and discuss the issues of disagreement. Our new proposals are
meant to start this process.

—We propose that Gromyko and Kissinger work now at reconcil-
ing the two sides’ proposals. Intensive follow-up talks can resume im-
mediately afterward in the special channel.
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—Implementation cannot realistically begin until mid-1973, al-
though we are prepared for immediate announcement and implemen-
tation of an interim agreement.

4. As you wrote the General Secretary on October 19, 1971, an in-
terim solution—e.g., a Suez Canal settlement—is the most realistic and
practical approach to the overall problem.6

—It offers the best chance of achieving movement soon, perhaps
even this year.

—It would establish the principle, process, and momentum of Is-
raeli withdrawal.

5. We see the interim solution as linked to a final settlement, and
we understand the interrelationships between the Egyptian, Jordanian,
and Syrian aspects of the problem.

—But again, the more ambitious we are, the longer it will take—
and the longer Israeli withdrawal will be delayed.

—There are many ways to handle this linkage. We should be able
to find a practical formula through negotiation in our special channel.

6 Document 6.

273. Memorandum of Conversation1

Moscow, May 25, 1972, 1:15–3:45 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Leonid V. Smirnov, Deputy Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR
Andrei A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs
Anatoli F. Dobrynin, Ambassador to USA
Soviet Interpreter
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1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger’s
Office Files, Box 73, Country Files, Europe, USSR, Mr. Kissinger’s Conversations in
Moscow, May 1972. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes Only. The meeting was held
in the Conference Room of the Foreign Minister’s Office, Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
Moscow. Kissinger recalled in his memoirs that when Brezhnev told him at the dacha
that Gromyko and another senior Soviet official were waiting for him in Moscow to re-
sume SALT negotiations, he was “not eager, after the motorcade, the hydrofoil ride, the
brutal Vietnam discussion, and the heavy meal, to meet a fresh Soviet team headed by
the indefatigable Gromyko.” He recalled that he made up his mind to stall during the
session unless the Soviets unexpectedly accepted the U.S. terms. (White House Years, pp.
1228–1229)
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Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Helmut Sonnenfeldt, NSC Senior Staff Member
William G. Hyland, NSC Staff Member

Mr. Gromyko: The President and General Secretary Brezhnev dis-
cussed a number of SALT questions yesterday. There are still a num-
ber of questions to resolve and we have some formulas to hand over.
The first formula is a joint statement on Article III [of the ABM treaty].2

[Hands over to Dr. Kissinger an English and Russian text—Tab A.]3

Dr. Kissinger: [After looking at the document] I thought that we
had agreed [with Brezhnev] on 1500 kilometers, not 1300.

Mr. Gromyko: Let us give you all of the formulas first before you
attack. Next we have a joint statement on the problem of conversion
of light and heavy missiles [hands over a document—Tab B]. Next is
a text of the joint statement on dismantling in connection with re-
placement of submarine launchers [hands over document—Tab C].
Next is the text of Article III of the Interim Agreement, and the text of
the Protocol to this Article [hands over documents—Tabs D and E].

Dr. Kissinger: Let us take them one by one, although we did not
discuss dismantling with Brezhnev.

Mr. Gromyko: You should have your way—let us proceed.
Dr. Kissinger: The best way to proceed is for you to submit docu-

ments to our delegation and they can accept them if we agree.
Mr. Gromyko: If we reach agreement here they can finalize it and

we will call Helsinki.
Dr. Kissinger: (Referring to the dismantling proposal) It is best to

do it in Helsinki, if this is the proposal of our delegation.
Mr. Gromyko: And we will instruct our delegation accordingly.
Mr. Smirnov: The original Soviet position was dismantling would

begin when submarines become operational but we have now changed
this to when submarines begin sea-going trials, as you proposed.

Dr. Kissinger: I would want our delegation to take a look at it. You
should get Semyonov to submit it to them. On the ABM article I thought
we had agreed yesterday on 1500 kilometers, but now you propose
1300 kilometers.

Mr. Smirnov: In the working group in Helsinki—the Soviet-
American working group—yesterday we reached agreement on 1300
kilometers.
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Dr. Kissinger: You should resubmit it in Helsinki and they will
solve the problem. It looks all right for now.

Mr. Gromyko: We accepted what the American delegation pro-
posed in Helsinki.

Dr. Kissinger: We can regard these two—dismantling and ABM—
as settled. But now we come to the proposal concerning silo launch-
ers. I don’t understand the Soviet position. It deals with silo dimen-
sions only. The discussions yesterday between the President and
Brezhnev dealt with missile volumes as well.4

Mr. Smirnov (interrupting): But this is the accepted formula.
Dr. Kissinger: But you dropped out the word “significantly” from

the agreement in Helsinki.
Mr. Smirnov: Yes we did that.
Dr. Kissinger: There were two discussions at the highest level—

one on the size of the silo launchers, and the other on the volume of
the missiles. My impression of that conversation was there was agree-
ment that neither should be increased or at least agreement that the
silo launcher size should not be increased. My impression was that
Brezhnev had agreed to deal with both subjects.

Mr. Smirnov: Comrade Brezhnev has informed me of the substance
of these talks. He said that in these discussions he had said the Soviet
side would not depart from what had been proposed (in Helsinki) not
to increase the size of silo launchers.

Dr. Kissinger: Our understanding was he would discuss the issue
with the Politburo—he mentioned it was too late to discuss it last
evening, but this proposal you have given me tonight represents no
change. This is not my understanding of what had been agreed.

Mr. Gromyko: Today we discussed it and came to the conclusion
that we should accept your proposal on no increase (in silo dimensions).

Dr. Kissinger: This has already been agreed. There was no reason
to call a meeting for this purpose. What is the new point here?

Mr. Gromyko: We had to weigh all the considerations and come
to a final conclusion.

Dr. Kissinger: So what you are saying is that after full considera-
tion you came to the conclusion that regardless of what had been dis-
cussed between General Secretary Brezhnev and President Nixon you
decided to return to the original dropping the word “significantly.”
Otherwise there is no change on the question of missile volume.

Mr. Smirnov: I would like it plain from the outset we proposed a
limit only on the silos. We never proposed anything on limitation of
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the size of the missiles. It was the U.S. side that made various pro-
posals, for example, 70 cubic meters or 10 to 15 percent. And the lat-
est information from Helsinki is that the substance concerns only silo
launchers. This is the information we got the 22nd of May. And in view
of the previous discussions here and in Helsinki we proceeded from
the former position.

Dr. Kissinger: But we want to combine the two issues, the restric-
tions on silo launchers and the restrictions on missile size.

Mr. Smirnov (interrupting): But this is the latest from Helsinki.
Dr. Kissinger: Nevertheless our delegation will take its ideas from

the President. We have to go by what the President said to Brezhnev
and what was discussed at that level. We are not satisfied with what
you have given us this evening. Despite the fact that the leaders spent
over three hours on this subject you do not seem to be bound by these
discussions.

Mr. Gromyko: I would like to say that we will take into account
what has been said, but that we attach significance to this issue and
want an understanding. It goes without saying that we will gain no
unilateral advantage.

Dr. Kissinger: You will gain a unilateral advantage if you put a
bigger missile into the silos. If you are not planning to do so you would
agree to our proposal for a separate limit on missile volume.

Mr. Smirnov: The question arises whether we have the right to mod-
ernize. From what has been agreed in the past, both sides agree that there
is the right of modernization. But now you raise a question. What about
your replacing the Minuteman I with the Minuteman III? Up to now we
have not questioned this. And then there is the other question of not con-
verting light to heavy missiles. The question is how to be certain that
light missiles will not be turned into heavy missiles and it seems that
we have agreed on May 22 in Helsinki not to increase the size of silos.
This is a good enough criteria. But if you go back to the question of what
missile can be put in a silo then many items already agreed will drop
out. Your right to convert Minuteman I to Minuteman III would be in
question. We would have the right to go back on this understanding. So
far you have the right to replace Minuteman I with Minuteman III and
Polaris with Poseidon. If this is justifiable why are you now raising the
question of a limit on the increase of missile volume?

Dr. Kissinger: Our problem is not with modernization but with the
limitation on the increase in missile volumes.

Mr. Smirnov (interrupting): I know quite well the sections.
Dr. Kissinger (continuing): We have discussed with Brezhnev . . .
Mr. Smirnov (interrupting): He told you that we had agreed 

in Helsinki as far as the substance of the issue is concerned. You will
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be able to know if silo launchers are changed or not. It is good enough
to . . .

Dr. Kissinger: Mr. Deputy Minister, you are a scientist and you
know well it is possible to put a heavier missile in an existing silo. Since
you know this is possible the question is whether we are going to es-
tablish some control over this process.

Mr. Smirnov: The question you are addressing is what criteria to
set for establishing that light missiles not become heavy ones. You have
the Titan and the Minuteman and we have discussed this in Helsinki
and we have agreed on how to proceed. If you take up now the ques-
tion of putting what missile in the silo you are then putting a limit on
modernization.

Dr. Kissinger: No, we are making the right to modernization an
even more effective provision by defining it precisely.

Mr. Gromyko: I have one question. Do you think we are trying to
gain a unilateral advantage? You can do the same as we.

Dr. Kissinger: But there is a big difference. We have no intention
of putting a heavy missile into our silos and we suspect that you are
going to.

Mr. Gromyko: But the same could be said of many items in the
agreements.

Dr. Kissinger: I do not want to waste any more time on this be-
cause I have far more important items to raise. I do not yield easily
and never gracefully [motioning to Dobrynin] and particularly when
I think that there has already been an agreement. You know that the
SS–11 is bigger than the Minuteman III so your approach to the issue
is more useful to your side. The Minuteman III is already a further
modification and this is limited in terms of what can be done in the fu-
ture. So in this regard, you can gain a unilateral advantage. We are try-
ing to solve the SALT issues. We are not dealing with you frivolously
and the President was not wasting the General Secretary’s time when
he raised this issue.

Mr. Smirnov: We do not think it worthwhile discussing this issue
in detail and in specifics it is one that should be solved by scientists.
We have an agreement in principle and there is no limit on modern-
ization. You already used this right when you converted Minuteman 
I to Minuteman III and now we want the same right for our side to 
put in the kind of missiles they (meaning the scientists) want. You 
already have this right. Do you now propose to stop Minuteman III
conversion?

Dr. Kissinger: Let me put your proposal to the President, but let
me say this first. I am not sure whether to drop the word “significantly”
or not and I will check this with the President. If we decide to retain
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the phrase “not significantly increased” then what Brezhnev said is that
we need to define it as meaning about 10%–15% as discussed with
Brezhnev.

Mr. Smirnov: You want to call attention to your concern that light
ICBMs not become heavy ICBMs. On the other hand, because the word
“significantly” has no meaning we suggest dropping it as agreed in
Helsinki.

Dr. Kissinger: You cannot invoke Helsinki when it serves your pur-
poses and disregard Helsinki when it does not. I frankly do not know
whether we intend to make some small changes in our missiles. I will
need technical advice on this. If we decide to go back to the previous
statement which includes “significantly” in the text then we would
want to define it as being between 10% and 15% as was discussed with
Brezhnev. We want to have the right to think this over. We will either
accept it as written or add the word “significantly” and then define
“significantly” to mean between 10% and 15% but we cannot decide
this without technical advice.

Mr. Gromyko: Will you give the answer here or through your 
delegation? They (the delegation) would need to know at 10 o’clock 
tomorrow.

Dr. Kissinger: Will you accept either formula?
Mr. Gromyko: As I said we discussed this today and we have only

this conclusion (pointing to text).
Dr. Kissinger: Are you then withdrawing the old proposal?
Mr. Gromyko: No, no, no. But we have expressed our position here

today.
Dr. Kissinger: You are giving up the prior agreement in Helsinki

and the agreement between Brezhnev and the President.
Mr. Smirnov: There is some misunderstanding. I discussed this with

Comrade Brezhnev but there was no agreement to change our position.
Dr. Kissinger: Our impression was not the same. Are you now

withdrawing from the agreement of the day before?
Mr. Gromyko: Our position is that our proposal of today goes even

further. This is now happening so you should not check for ulterior
motives. We both have the same position.

Dr. Kissinger: This would be extremely difficult for me to explain
this point. I have to explain something that was discussed and agreed
between the President and Brezhnev yet is not reflected in your pro-
posal and second why you have dropped the word “significantly.” If
we do not accept what you have now proposed then we should go
back to the agreement already made. It seems as if we would have been
better off had the discussion with Brezhnev never taken place.

Mr. Smirnov: What is your understanding of the discussion?
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Dr. Kissinger: My understanding is the following: First, it was
agreed that there would be no significant increase in the silo dimen-
sions and second there would be no significant increase in the volume
of the largest light missile on either side. Brezhnev said he wanted to
wait to discuss these issues and others with the Politburo but it was
too late to do so that evening. Therefore, if for whatever reason we de-
cide to drop the issue of missile volume we still must decide how to
define what is meant by the word significantly.

Mr. Smirnov: I understand. Let me clarify our position. Brezhnev
told me that he responded to questions put by you on both the silo size
and the missile volume but as a result of those discussions he did not
agree to make any limitations as regards missiles because that would
entail certain problems for modernization on our side. Therefore our
position is if you consider it necessary to make proposals on limita-
tions on silo launchers we could consider them, but not the missiles
themselves and then we could go back to the delegations in Helsinki
with our agreement. But they have already decided in Helsinki.

Dr. Kissinger: It makes no sense to quote subordinates against the
President. The President was not satisfied or he would not have raised
the issue with General Secretary Brezhnev. We are now at this point
that we either accept this formula you have given us which drops the
word “significantly” or we add “significantly” and provide a figure to
explain what it means. In this case we would make a unilateral state-
ment about silo volume.

Mr. Gromyko: So you will take the initiative?
Dr. Kissinger: Now that we have settled the easy work, we will

not be so accommodating. We can go on to the next problem.
Mr. Gromyko: Submarines? Meeting our position?
Dr. Kissinger: I will tell you frankly what our problem is. We have

no interest nor would it make any sense, in making a treaty it takes
two years to ratify. We have had major consultations in Washington in
the Congress and in the Defense Department with our military lead-
ers and with those academic figures who would be likely to testify on
these agreements. We have their reactions to our propositions. Let me
read to you some cables so you will know what the reaction is. This
cable is from my Deputy who has been making calls on my behalf, an
unusual procedure. He has just received a call from Admiral Moorer,
the Chairman of our Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Admiral said the Joint
Chiefs could not support an agreement that would not require some
replacement of older submarines.5 Secretary Laird and the academic
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figures he mentioned take the same position. Now under your present
proposal our estimate is that you do not have 48 modern submarines.
Under your proposal you would not have to begin destroying older
missiles a year from now (goes back to cable). Senator Goldwater has
said the treaty could be a disaster and he will fight it. Representative
Wayne Hayes said that he would be opposed. Senator Jackson said that
he will go into all-out opposition. What we are trying to do is avoid a
situation similar to the one that confronted you in Germany with your
treaty. As you know, the ABM Treaty requires a two-thirds vote in the
Senate so we are facing a difficult and serious problem.

Mr. Gromyko: (Makes a long presentation in English and Russian
combined and not fully translated.) What would be Goldwater’s posi-
tion? We showed them our position. The position which really exists
which must be taken into account is the overall position. How would
that make Goldwater feel? You must evaluate it but it is inadmissible.
You allow differences to strike out three years of painstaking efforts.
All factors must be calculated. You have your overseas bases. Gold-
water cannot close his eyes to them.

Dr. Kissinger: You must understand that the internal position in-
side the Administration is the important one.

Mr. Gromyko: But we have interests that are unchecked. You must
take into account our interests because there is the geographical factor
and your bases so there is no equal footing. Nevertheless we are pre-
pared to sign during the President’s visit.

Ambassador Dobrynin: The figures involved were not the ones we
proposed. We did not mention 48 submarines in our proposal. You re-
member how this was derived in my conversations with you.

Dr. Kissinger: At any rate there is no question of 950 missiles and
62 modern submarines. This has been accepted. What we are talking
about is the base point of 48 submarines.

Mr. Gromyko: Could you sum up your position?
Dr. Kissinger: In terms of deriving 48 we understood at that time

that you had about 41–43 Y-Class submarines plus some H-Class sub-
marines. You would raise yours to 48 and then you could add 14 more
to reach 62 but you would have to replace ICBMs to do this.

Ambassador Dobrynin: Do you have a proposal to make?
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Dr. Kissinger: You should accept our delegation’s proposal of a
base line of 740 SLBMs. On the other hand you could count the H-Class
submarines. So I have two proposals. First to forget the base line of 48
modern submarines and use the 740 missile base line our delegation
proposed. My second proposal is to keep the number 48, if you prefer,
but to define it as including H-Class submarines, say 6 H-Class since
there are some test submarines in this category and to reach the 950
ceiling you will then have to replace the H-Class. In the United States
we could sell such a position as formal equivalence otherwise it is go-
ing to be difficult to convince the Congress that you do not have an
advantage.6

Mr. Smirnov: We agreed to the proposal that really is the Presi-
dent’s proposal. You said to compensate for geographic factors you
would concede 6–7 submarines to us.

Dr. Kissinger: I admire the Deputy Minister’s ingenuity in taking
two separate proposals and combining them into one. The first pro-
posal was that you must convert all H-Class into modern. This would
explain the 48. We thought you had 90 or so missiles on G and H-Class
which you could convert into Y-Class equivalents and add to the 42 or
43 you may have. In this way we came to a figure of 48.

Ambassador Dobrynin (interrupting): But you remember when I
asked you why you were giving us an advantage in 48 you said it was
to compensate for geography.
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6 On May 25 Haig telephoned Moorer and Rush, telling them that the Soviets had
come up with a “compromise”—suggesting that they return to the 740 limit and include
Y and H class submarines (but not G class) at the starting point. At Kissinger’s request
he asked Moorer whether the U.S. position taken that morning could be modified. Rush
said he thought they had already reached the limit of what they could compromise.
(Haig–Rush telcon, May 25, 1:45 p.m. and Haig–Moorer telcon, May 25, 1:50 p.m.; ibid.;
Box 999, Haig Chronological Files, Haig Telcons, 1972 [2 of 2]) In his memoirs Kissinger
described the SLBM proposal he put before Nixon during the trip back to the Kremlin
on May 24, which was to establish the baseline at 740 “modern” SLBMs, beyond which
the Soviets would have to start trading in old missiles and destroy all of their older
ICBMs if they wanted to reach the agreed SLBM total of 950. Kissinger also described
receiving news of a conservative revolt back home against conceding “numerical in-
equality” to the Soviets. He noted that this argument was false, and that the adminis-
tration was in a bind in early 1970s with an inequality stemming from decisions made
by its predecessors. Thus, DOD had first proposed an offensive weapon freeze in 1970
to keep the existing numerical gap from growing; without SALT, the gap would widen.
Nixon, consulted on a massage table, took what Kissinger called “a heroic position from
a decidedly unheroic posture” and ordered him to proceed along the lines he had pre-
viously outlined. (White House Years, pp. 1232–1233) In Nixon’s account of this incident,
he recalled that he said: “The hell with the political consequences. We are going to make
an agreement on our terms regardless of the political consequences if the Pentagon won’t
go along.” Nixon wrote that he had been determined not to allow either the Pentagon
on the right or the Soviets on the left to drive him away from the position he believed
was in the best interests of the United States. (RN: Memoirs, p. 615)
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Dr. Kissinger: I do not recall answering in that way. I said if in ad-
dition you convert land-based missiles you could reach the level of 
62 but you have taken the numbers 48 and 62 together and dropped both
the G and H-Class missiles. My present suggestion would be somewhat
more favorable to you because it includes only the H-Class missiles.

Mr. Gromyko: We may have some questions but I suggest a 4 or
5 minute break.

(The meeting broke for a brief period and resumed at 3:12.)
Mr. Gromyko: We cannot go on much longer. It is either too early

or too late. I have a question to put to you. If you are prepared to ac-
cept our remaining proposals without reservations we could consider
favorably your proposal for 740 missiles.

Dr. Kissinger: We have already made concessions in dropping the
question of limitations in volume of light missiles. I would be prepared
to confirm that except for our SLBM proposal.7 Even though I don’t
trust the intentions of the Deputy Minister (jocularly). My second point
is with respect to the silos. We will need to take technical advice to de-
termine whether it is acceptable. If it is not, I would return to the for-
mula that includes “significantly” and define it as 10%–15% which
should be more favorable to your position since such a definition is
closer to zero. We could drop the reservation about volume and make
a unilateral statement.

Ambassador Dobrynin: When will you give an answer on the silos?
Dr. Kissinger: We are not bargaining. We need technical advice.
Mr. Gromyko: On the first one—dismantling?
Dr. Kissinger: I am practically certain my answer will be positive.

We will give you an answer on the 1300 km. We can accept what the
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7 In his memoirs Smith wrote that by the afternoon of May 24, the only SALT is-
sue left at Moscow involved the SLBM freeze details—when would decommissioning
begin and would older Soviet submarines be included in the freeze. Smith said that he
had previously expressed concern to the Verification Panel and to the President in the
NSC regarding the SLBM terms Kissinger had brought back from Moscow—not because
their implementation would affect the military balance significantly, but because it
seemed unwise to formally recognize such a large potential submarine numbers differ-
ential in the Soviets’ favor. He added that he gathered that his views had not been wel-
comed by the President, but noted that as the summit approached, he had continued to
urge Kissinger to consider a less formal way than an agreement to try to get some re-
straint on the Soviet SLBM program. (Doubletalk, p. 419) Kissinger wrote that his major
concern during the SLBM negotiations had been to get the Soviets to dismantle the largest
possible number of launchers as part of the SLBM freeze. Kissinger noted that Brezhnev,
“much more than Nixon, who had achieved his triumph simply by arriving in Moscow,
needed a success.” He himself was armed by Nixon’s comment—provided he really
meant it—that he was prepared to leave Moscow without a SALT agreement. (White
House Years, p. 1235)
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delegation agreed to. On the 1300 we accept. On the second issue we
may drop our reservation. On the third we need to get an answer. I
think we may be able to accept.

Mr. Gromyko: And the fourth one, Article III?
Dr. Kissinger: This is no problem especially since it is our delega-

tion’s text, I believe, but it depends on your answer on the numbers.
Article III is meaningless without a definition of the procedure.

Mr. Gromyko: And on the next? (Confusion and simultaneous talk-
ing. It appeared that Gromyko had in front of him another piece of pa-
per which he was referring to. Dr. Kissinger said that these documents
were all he had been given. Gromyko said “No, you have another,”
but looking at his papers, Gromyko realized that he had not handed
one document over. He then handed it to Dr. Kissinger.)

Mr. Gromyko: I will read it out to you. It says there will be no def-
inition of ballistic missile launches on submarines under construction
given in the document. (Tab F)

Mr. Smirnov: This is only connected with the mentioning of 48
submarines and 768 launchers.

(Dr. Kissinger asked when we would meet next. Gromyko sug-
gested 10 o’clock.)8
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8 Immediately following this meeting (at 3:45 a.m.), in backchannel telegram Hakto
29, May 25, Kissinger wired Smith in Helsinki asking for an immediate reply. He listed
the Soviet proposals: 1) The second ABM site would be located no less than 1300 kilo-
meters from national capital defense site. He noted that this was acceptable if the dele-
gation agreed. 2) The Soviets would also table a text in Helsinki on dismantling or de-
struction of older ICBMs. Kissinger said to answer them there. 3) The United States could
choose between an interpretative statement on article III stating that during the process
of modernization and replacement, the size of land-based ICBM silo launchers would
not be increased, and the previously agreed formula including the word “significant,”
which would be defined as 10–15 percent. Kissinger said Nixon needed the delegation’s
immediate comment on this for a 10:00 a.m. meeting. 4) There had been no give on mis-
sile volume and it was left that United States would make a unilateral statement. Finally,
he told Smith he had promised the Soviets an answer by 10 a.m. on the figure of 740
SLBMs which the delegation had given them as a base, and asked for an immediate re-
sponse as to how the 740 figure achieved immediate replacement. (National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 480, President’s Trip Files, USSR, Iran, Aus-
tria, Poland, May–June 1972, HAKTO File) Smith wrote in his memoirs that he had
replied at 6:45 a.m. that morning, stating that the U.S. delegation endorsed the figure of
1300, and regarding allowed increases in silo dimensions, chose the version which did
not include “significantly.” He advised Kissinger that the delegation now planned to
make the unilateral statement about heavy missiles previously forwarded to the Moscow
White House. Finally, he explained that in view of the already agreed ceiling of 950
launchers, a 740 launcher threshold would require the Soviets to decommission all 209
older ICBMs as well as all older submarines if they were to build up to the 950 ceiling.
(Doubletalk, pp. 422–423) In his memoirs Kissinger recalled that Gromyko did not appear
as scheduled to negotiate SALT at 10 a.m. that morning, and that Dobrynin had informed
them that the Soviet leadership was reviewing its SALT position once again. (White House
Years, p. 1236)
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274. Memorandum From John D. Negroponte of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Policy (Kissinger)1

Moscow, May 25, 1972.

SUBJECT

Vietnam Meeting—May 24, and Where We Might go from Here

Part I of this paper attempts to analyse what transpired on Viet-
nam last night;2 Part II discusses where we might go from here.

Despite the filibustering tone of our meeting last night and the for
the record quality to which you yourself have referred, the session gave
us some interesting insights into just how mildly the Soviets are play-
ing the Vietnam issue. To me at least it seemed that the overall tenor
of their comments was in some respects even less vigorous than the
public protests they have made.

Looking back at the session, a few elements of major significance
stand out:

Part I: May 24 Meeting

1. No Explicit Mention Was Made of the Mining: This is hard to ex-
plain except if you postulate that they couldn’t mention the mining un-
less they were ready to really do something about it. One might thus
infer that they have no ace up their sleeve as regards mining and, of
course, the more time goes by the less likely that they will find one.

2. No Concrete Retaliatory Course of Action Was Seriously Intimated:
The Soviet leaders made some vague observations about the possibility
of third country intervention if things continued to go badly for the DRV;
but the most serious explicit consequence they could point to of contin-
uing on our present course was the opprobrium it would bring upon
President Nixon and the U.S. from U.S., Soviet and world opinion.

[They alluded to the unpredictable reaction of the PRC and other
countries, even non-Socialist ones, to the course of events, although
presumably they must be aware of the mounting number of reports
we have that rail traffic is now backing up at the PRC/DRV border,
there may be a shortage of PRC rolling stock, and the Chinese are re-
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portedly not permitting Soviet vessels with cargoes for the DRV to call
at PRC ports.]3

3. They Stressed Past Theme That Vietnam War Essentially a Matter
Between U.S. and DRV: Brezhnev did this in his talks with you in April
and it was essentially the theme of yesterday’s meeting. The war is be-
tween us and the DRV even though Brezhnev acknowledged they were
an ally and the USSR would “back them to the hilt.”

The Soviets made no new proposal of their own; they did not even
repeat the de facto ceasefire suggestion Brezhnev made in April;4 and
the rather circumscribed role they seem willing to play was character-
ized by limiting themselves to acting as a transmission belt for any new
proposal we might wish to make.

Based on the conversations last night, therefore, the Soviets seem to
be indicating that they plan to confine themselves to an essentially pro-
cedural role.

4. They Supported the DRV Negotiating Position: They fully sup-
ported the DRV negotiating stand. By issue:

A. POWs: They said we would get them back when the war was
over.

B. Political Settlement: They fully supported the DRV/PRG pro-
posals for a three-segment government of national concord, repeating
what is now a familiar DRV/PRG theme that whether the resultant
regime in the South is communist or non-communist is not at issue.

They said that nowhere in the DRV/PRG position is there a de-
mand for reunification and that the DRV/PRG were willing to make a
pledge to this effect.

This contention in itself is inaccurate, as Point 4 of the PRG 7 Points
refers to reunification [although the DRV 9 points do not]; but this can
only be viewed as a debater’s point, just like the question of whether
the emerging regime would be communist, since acceptance of the com-
munist political proposals would result in a communist takeover in the
South and reunification with the North in very short order.

C. Ceasefire: They made no mention of this aspect, unlike at your
April meetings. It is unlikely that this was an oversight and I can think
of only two explanations: (1) their April suggestion was unilateral and
they subsequently found the DRV not amenable; (2) the military pic-
ture has changed sufficiently to make such a proposal appear inexpe-
dient at this time.
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5. Safety of Soviet Shipping: Even though Kosygin was forceful, as
noted above, no explicit reference was made to the mining and Brezh-
nev took the opportunity to point out that damage to Soviet vessels
and wounding of crewmen had been kept out of the Soviet press.

On balance, they appeared more concerned about accidental damage to
Soviet ships by our bombing than by the overall implications of our actions
which they repeatedly brushed away as likely to be ineffectual against the DRV
in the long run anyway.

Part II: Where We Go From Here

The Soviets have asked us to put our minds to a new proposal which
they would be willing to convey to the DRV. It has also been suggested
to you that Gromyko will have something new for you on Vietnam.

1. Substantive Proposal Unlikely: It is doubtful that either we or the
Soviets would come up with a mutually acceptable substantive pro-
posal in the remaining time available, let alone one that could form the
basis for further talks.

2. Appearance of High Ranking DRV Official in Moscow: This is im-
probable but not inconceivable. Were Le Duan or Pham Van Dong to
appear, you would meet them and we would hear them out.

In reflecting on this possibility, I come down hard against the Pres-
ident seeing either of these two men for the obvious reasons—there’s
a shooting war going on with an ally and the President has never met
Thieu, at least not while in office. This is not to mention the military,
political and psychological reverberations of such a meeting on what
we are trying to accomplish in the South.

3. New Procedural Initiative Most Likely: The Soviets may come up with
another request to get the Paris sessions going again. If they could get a
pledge from us to have the plenaries resumed, they could at least show
they had delivered something for their DRV friends and it might grease
the skids somewhat for any other problem areas you are having. It could
also provide a fig leaf for the Soviets continuing to take their lumps on
the more substantive Vietnam issues, as they have been doing so far.

On balance, I think a proposal to resume plenaries at this stage might even
be a useful initiative on our part. It costs us nothing, provided it is uncon-
ditional and does not inhibit our military options. It would also be a
minimum achievement which both sides could point to in the absence
of any greater Vietnam breakthrough. We could then use the plenary 
forum to table the President’s May 8 speech5 and if we agreed to resume
the meetings say two weeks from now—June 8—I suspect the military situa-
tion will be well enough in hand to press the ceasefire theme in all earnest.
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275. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1

Moscow, May 25, 1972.

SUBJECT

New Negotiations Proposal for Vietnam

Background

Your May 24 meeting with Soviet leaders2 brought no changes to
the Vietnam negotiating picture:

—The Soviets supported the DRV negotiating position and ad-
vanced no proposals of their own.

—They stressed their past theme that the war is essentially a mat-
ter to be settled between us and the DRV, although the Soviets were
prepared to play a procedural role in transmitting any proposal we
have to the DRV.

—They did not intimate any retaliatory course of action of their
own to the steps you announced May 83 and made no explicit men-
tion of the mining, probably because they are not prepared to do any-
thing about it.

—They appeared more concerned about accidental damage to So-
viet ships by our bombing than by the overall implications of our ac-
tions which they repeatedly brushed away as likely to be ineffectual
against the DRV in the long run anyway.

Soviets suggest we table a new negotiating proposal

The Soviets, like the DRV, had nothing new to offer themselves
but asked that we give thought to making a new proposal which they
would be prepared to convey to the DRV.

Clearly we cannot make any more concessions to the other side.
It may even be tactically unwise to try and come up with a repackag-
ing of our past proposals, which might encourage the other side to be-
lieve we have not yet reached our rock-bottom position. The earlier
they are convinced of this latter fact, the better the chance that they
might show some give of their own.

We nevertheless told the Soviets on May 24, in response to their
request, that we would take another look at our negotiating proposals
to see if there was anything new we could offer.
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We have, therefore, on a contingency basis prepared the following
proposal which introduces no new substantive elements, emphasizes
cease-fire and POW’s and could serve the dual purpose of giving the
Soviets something to show their DRV allies and providing a fig-leaf for
the Soviets continuing to take their lumps on the more substantive
Vietnam issues, as they have been doing so far.

Our Proposal

We would propose that plenary sessions be resumed on June 8,
1972, in Paris and we would pose no objection if the Soviet Union in-
formed its DRV allies that resumption of these sessions resulted from
their intervention. We would, nonetheless, follow our usual practice of
also informing the DRV side directly ourselves.

The resumption of these talks would be unconditional (e.g. we
would not in any way restrain our actions against the DRV); and the
U.S. side would expect to emphasize the military aspects of a settle-
ment. [We would, in fact, use the June 8 plenary to formally table the
negotiating proposals contained in your May 8 speech.]4

We would tell the Soviets that in returning to the plenaries we
would be prepared to engage in prompt and serious discussions with
the DRV of the modalities of prisoner returns and an internationally-
supervised ceasefire. These would be our two most strongly preferred
agenda items, although as always we are prepared to listen to serious
counterproposals by their side.

4 Brackets in the source text.

276. Memorandum of Conversation1

Moscow, May 25, 1972, 2:10–3:50 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Nikolai V. Podgorny, Chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the
USSR

1082 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 487, Pres-
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Aleksei N. Kosygin, Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR
Nikolai K. Baibakov, Deputy Chairman of the Council of Ministers and 

Chairman of the State Planning Commission
Andrei A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs
Nikolai S. Patolichev, Minister of Foreign Trade
Georgi M. Korniyenko, Chief of USA Division, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Anatoli F. Dobrynin, Ambassador to the USA
Mr. Ivanov, Chairman of the Foreign Trade Bank
Leonid Zamyatin, Director of TASS
Viktor M. Sukhodrev, Interpreter
Notetaker

The President
William P. Rogers, Secretary of State
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Peter M. Flanigan, Assistant to the President for International Economic Affairs
Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Senior NSC Staff Member
Winston Lord, Special Assistant to Dr. Kissinger
Ronald L. Ziegler, Press Secretary to the President

SUBJECT

Economic Relations

Chairman Kosygin: Mr. President, Secretary Rogers and your As-
sistant for Economic Affairs were not able to finalize anything because
they just did not have enough time. So, Mr. President, do you have any
views or plans as to what we should take up for discussion now? Af-
ter all, the general range of economic problems is very broad.

The President: I think it would be very well if we could get some
agreement on Lend-Lease and get that out of the way, and then go on
to other matters.

Chairman Kosygin: Certainly.
The President: We’ve been haggling over the amount. It has been

hanging around for many years. There comes a time when you have
to break the impasse and decide what a fair solution is. As I under-
stand it, the difference is very substantial, $300 million on your side
and $800 million on our side.

Chairman Kosygin: You actually named a figure of $751 million
as the debt itself and you also named another $200 million interest on
something we don’t know. Before we do begin the actual discussion of
this perhaps we might reach some understanding on this basis. If we
delve into prior history and start digging up all of the past delibera-
tions we will never reach a final settlement. Of course, it is true that
we have all the material on Lend-Lease from beginning to end. I am
quite sure the same goes for you, even up to the point that we have all
the bills, checks that you gave us at the time, just as you have all the
bills of lading and receipts which we handed to you. And since at the
time the Lend-Lease Agreement was effected I occupied the post of
Deputy Chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars, I was closely
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associated with this personally, so I am deeply aware of these prob-
lems. Therefore it is very easy to flounder on all these questions and
perhaps it is not so easy to rise to the surface from underwater.

I already said to Secretary Rogers that we cannot recognize the
$200 million named by your side as interest. Because we feel this is a
completely artificial figure that you arrived at, taking the original sum
of $750 million which in any case we never recognized, and calculated
the interest starting from 1960, 12 years. And that’s where you get the
$200 million from. We would nonetheless like to reach an under-
standing and the final resolution of all questions concerning Lend-
Lease.

The President: As I understand the problem really is $750 million
plus $200 million, or $950 million.

Chairman Kosygin: $951 million. That is what I have in my brief.
The President: But your figure is $300 million.
Chairman Kosygin: That is right, $300 million. How you distrib-

ute [justify]2 that figure, $300 million, notably in relation to the Con-
gressional situation, is certainly up to you. But also another thing which
we have to determine is the duration of the repayment period. As re-
gards the British, I know you reached a settlement after the war on the
basis of the duration of repayment of 50 years at an interest rate of 2%
per annum. Generally speaking, you named a small, in effect a sym-
bolic sum, and you said 2001. I guess they are still doing that.

The President: We’ll all be dead by then.
Chairman Kosygin/Chairman Podgorny: Who knows?
Chairman Podgorny: There will be some people around to pay.
The President: We will go to Mars together. Stick around.
Chairman Kosygin: Maybe. But you know that even today we have

a man—Petrov—an old Bolshevik, now 98 years old, and still very
much alive and working on the Encyclopedia. He is a very educated
man, respected by all of us. He is a professor, an historian and scien-
tist, very industrious. As soon as a man gets the title “professor,” he
gets the responsibility of living a long life.

The President: He doesn’t have to work.
Chairman Kosygin: That’s your system, is it? That’s not true in our

case. In this country, as soon as a man becomes an Academician then
life becomes easy for him, because then he gets paid a large sum
whether he works or not.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: A vacation.
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The President: That’s why he [Dr. Kissinger] wants to come here.
Chairman Kosygin: It is hard to become an Academician in the

United States?
Dr. Kissinger: We don’t have that title at all. We don’t have an

equivalent position.
Chairman Kosygin: It’s a tough situation for scientists then. I think

that one might want to organize an Academy in the United States.
The President: What is needed now, particularly at this high level,

is a reasonable attitude on both sides. You cannot accept $950 million.
We cannot accept $300 million. So under the circumstances we should
negotiate something in between.

Chairman Kosygin: Name your figure.
The President: Why do we not go half-way?
Chairman Kosygin: $450 million.
The President: That’s not the way I learned mathematics.
Chairman Kosygin: Yes, you learned American math. Our mathe-

matics is different.
The President: New mathematics. The new math.
Chairman Kosygin: No.
The President: Why don’t we say one-half between, and that would

be $600 million?
Chairman Podgorny: That doesn’t seem to me to be a very ac-

ceptable kind of mathematics, even if it is half-way.
Chairman Kosygin: Why not approach it this way? The figure $750

million named by you, why not halve that? And then we’d get our
arithmetic right. Because then we could certainly agree with that basis
and reach a final settlement of this entire matter. I believe it is a figure
that can be justified, and then we consider the matter finally closed.

Mr. President, if I were at this point to go into the story of what
we suffered in the war I am sure you probably might even give up the
whole figure altogether if we reached an understanding on that basis.
If it were put to Congress in this fashion and you provided relevant
documents, I think that would be enough to induce any legislative
body. We did set up a special commission in 1941 during the war
headed by Shvernik. The task of the commission was to collect all the
documents, all the dossiers concerning human and material losses
caused by the war. We have all the documents but haven’t even pub-
lished them in full to this date. If we did so you would then see the
full scale of the damage caused to this country.

The President: We don’t want to haggle on this. After all, we are
dealing at a high level and we both want to reach a reasonable settle-
ment. You object to interest and of course our people disagree. Let’s
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take $750 million as our figure—without the interest—and take the fig-
ure $300 million as your figure and then split the difference and that
would be $525 million. That is half-way between the two figures with-
out interest on either side. [Foreign Minister Gromyko corrects the in-
terpreter and Premier Kosygin does figures on a pad.]

Chairman Kosygin: $525 million would be something we couldn’t
give. Well, let’s indeed endeavor to meet each other half-way. I fully
agree we are not rug merchants. Let me suggest a constructive figure
of $450 million and end the matter in that way. That would be the fi-
nal settlement and we believe a fair one.

The President: You’ve come up $150 million to $450 million. We’ve
come down $300 million. That would be very hard for us to justify.

Chairman Kosygin: We raised 50 percent.
The President: We came down 150 percent.
Chairman Kosygin: You lowered your figure by 30 percent; we

raised ours by 50 percent. You know we simply don’t have any other
possible approach to a solution to this matter. We simply won’t be able
to. You could say to Congress 30 years after the end of the war you
have made us pay you for Lend-Lease. We have to say 30 years after
the war we have to pay out a sum that you agree to. We would be in
a very difficult position with our people.

The President: What we are talking about is a spirit, a climate in
which both sides are forthcoming on an agreement. It seems to me we
are so close together. The problem is that you’ve come from $300 to
$450. We have come from $750 to $450. We have come two times as far
as you have. It doesn’t sound as if we did very well.

Chairman Kosygin: I don’t see really where you have had to come
so much further than us. Let me say very frankly we simply do not
have the possibility of going further. We do not have either the power
to negotiate a larger figure or the physical possibility. Even with this
figure it would still be very hard to justify.

The President: Have you discussed $33 million on merchant ships?
Chairman Kosygin: No, we didn’t discuss that. They are included

in the $750 million.
Secretary Rogers/Mr. Flanigan: Not in ours.
Secretary Rogers: We always considered that a separate item. You

agreed to pay that before.
Mr. Ivanov: Well, with regard to the figure of $750. It is broken

down like this. 580 is compensation for goods at the end of the war.
100 is for use of naval vessels. Another 30 million is for use of small
naval vessels. 33 for merchant ships. Another 7 million for minor float-
ing facilities, barges and cranes makes a $750 million total.

The President: Is the pipeline included?
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Mr. Ivanov: That is a separate question because of the credit agree-
ment at the end of the war. There is no question up to now because
during the negotiations this was settled in Washington.

Secretary Rogers: [to the President] They paid on the pipeline for
account.

Mr. Ivanov: You have an understanding to add the rest of our debts
to the total and to pay during the repayment period specified for the
total time.

The President: Let me suggest a solution. If you agree to $450 mil-
lion on Lend-Lease—that is the figure you suggest, and then the
pipeline is $46 million. . . .

Chairman Kosygin: Yes, we suggested that.
Mr. Ivanov: You are quite right, Mr. President, the sum of $450 mil-

lion is on the same basis as the $750 million sum. It includes no pipeline.
The President: Or ships?
Mr. Ivanov: Ships are included in the $750 million sum.
The President: Why not get the round figure, 450 � 46 (pipeline)?
Mr. Ivanov: Right.
The President: Take 450 plus 46 which is approximately 500 and

that covers everything.
Chairman Kosygin: Mr. President, we just don’t have the possi-

bility of doing that. We have given you all our possibilities in this mat-
ter, all that we have in our soul.

Chairman Podgorny: Up to now we have been very firm in put-
ting forward the figure 300. Now we take it upon ourselves to increase
the sum of 450 in the hope that when we present the matter to our gov-
ernment we will get approval.

The President: 450 plus 46 when adding the pipeline.
Mr. Ivanov: Yes, you mean it is better to include the pipeline in or-

der to reach 500?
The President: Yes, it is better to have a round figure.
[There followed a discussion among Messrs. Ivanov, Podgorny and

Kosygin.]
Chairman Kosygin: Mr. President, don’t take us by the throat. We

think the best thing is to include the pipeline in the $450 million. Agree?
The President: No.
Chairman Kosygin: I’d much rather you’d said okay, instead of no.
The President: It seems to me that’s fair. You have 450. Certainly

that is the lowest figure possible. With the pipeline already 46, I think
if we’d just get a round figure of 500 that would be a good settlement.
We have come down a lot more than you’ve come up.

Chairman Kosygin: All Americans are like that.
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The President: It’s a good deal. It’s a good round figure and in-
cludes everything.

Chairman Kosygin: Mr. President, if you just think what other ben-
efits you could offer us to get this 30-year-old problem out of the way.
I am sure you will get your figures. You have gained here or some-
thing there. Especially when trade gets going between the two coun-
tries, there are lots of chances to compensate for this figure.

The President: Since we can’t agree, let’s talk about the grain deal.
Chairman Kosygin: I’d like to get this question settled, nonethe-

less, particularly since our positions are very close.
Chairman Podgorny: We are close.
The President: We are only $40 million dollars apart.
Chairman Kosygin: No, $50 million.
The President: $40 million.
Chairman Kosygin: 50. We are $50 million apart because you want

to consider the two figures apart and I want to consider them together.
We accept your proposal on the condition we agree on the duration of
the payment. We proceed from a duration of payment of 50 years.
That’s the period you gave the British, to all these countries to which
you extended Lend-Lease you gave a period of repayment of 50 years.
Why discriminate against us?

The President: Not 100?
Chairman Kosygin: That’s what you gave the British [50 years].
Secretary Rogers: I explained to the Prime Minister that would be

totally out of the question. The conditions have totally changed since
the end of the war.

Chairman Podgorny: But they have changed for everyone, for you
and for us. You gave all other countries 50 years.

The President: You are much richer now.
Chairman Podgorny: You are too.
Chairman Kosygin: The ratio that existed at that time has changed

in your favor and not ours, unfortunately.
The President [to Mr. Flanigan]: You want to discuss the interest

rate now?
Mr. Flanigan: We haven’t yet, but we can, Mr. President.
The President: You have not discussed yet?
Mr. Flanigan: No.
Chairman Kosygin: Two percent is the normal rate.
The President: It is best to have discussion among the experts.
Chairman Kosygin: Certainly there is no objection to the experts

discussing it but we should give them very precise instructions.
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The President: We’ll make the decision.
Chairman Kosygin: Because I think we should really reach agree-

ment on this. Otherwise the experts drag it out to another year of 
discussions.

The President: I have a suggestion, Mr. Prime Minister. The Prime
Minister is an expert in this field and I am not. The Prime Minister is a
banker and I am not. He has me at a disadvantage. It would be helpful
if the Prime Minister could discuss with Mr. Flanigan and Mr. Rogers and
make recommendations and you and I decide. We want to be fair.

Chairman Kosygin: I have no objections.
The President: We want to be fair. It is too complicated to talk about

the rate and the length of the terms.
Chairman Kosygin: On one understanding. I agree to meet any-

body designated. But I cannot accept any percentage higher than the
one you gave to all the other countries. But we certainly have no ob-
jection to discussing this with the experts you designate, Secretary
Rogers and Mr. Flanigan.

I want to add that we really have gone to the limit of what we can
offer. It would be entirely to your advantage to accept this. You leave
after the visit having received money from us, while we are giving.
That will be difficult to explain.

The President: As far as the figure is concerned, what have we
agreed on?

Chairman Kosygin: $500 million including the pipeline, and that
we agreed to on the condition that the duration of repayment is 50
years at two percent per annum. Even so we have to pay a very large
amount of money annually because that alone will involve us paying
$10 million the first year, that is, the percentage. That, Mr. President,
will be in our own lifetime. Fifty years hence is a matter of conjecture—
whether we will still be around. We have to pay now.

Secretary Rogers: From our standpoint it doesn’t make sense. You
are paying us over $11 million on the pipeline, so we are reducing the
payments. You are paying us less than now.

Chairman Kosygin: But that’s just interest. But on this basis there
will be principal, so the sum is double. We are paying no less than $20
million all told. We have to pay about $25 million annually on the ba-
sic sum, principal. So all told it will amount to about $25 million per
year, which is a big sum of money, no laughing matter.

The President: Then we can have further discussion of the techni-
cal things tomorrow. We will see where we stand.

Chairman Kosygin: We agree. Let’s do that.
The President: Could we have a report on where we stand on

grain?
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Chairman Kosygin: Certainly. Just one point. I have asked Mr. Pa-
tolichev, our Foreign Trade Minister, to come here. Before he comes per-
haps we can turn to other matters. What else is on your list?

The President: The next thing on the list is the Joint Economic 
Commission.

Chairman Kosygin: We discussed that matter with “Comrade”
Rogers and your assistant.

Secretary Rogers: Alright.
The President: Is it acceptable if it is announced Saturday?
Chairman Kosygin: Yes.
The President: Mr. Peterson will come over in July.
Chairman Kosygin: Yes, we are quite willing. The chairmanship

question we can decide later. You decide yours, and we decide ours.
But I will give you a document on the principles of setting up the com-
mission for your consideration.

The President: The announcement will be Saturday.3

Chairman Kosygin: Certainly. We agree. We will give you our draft
on this.

Secretary Rogers: We have been working on it. It’s all right. At
noon. We will have it corrected.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: It has been corrected. The Prime Min-
ister can read it out to you.

Secretary Rogers: We have it. When should we announce it on 
Saturday?

Chairman Kosygin: We can hand it to the press in the morning.
Dr. Kissinger: We plan our press briefing at 7:00 in the morning.

Right, Ron? Because they are going to Leningrad. Because of the 
papers.

Chairman Kosygin: That means only in Sunday’s morning papers
and the evening papers Saturday and on radio.

The President: Saturday night on TV.
Chairman Kosygin: There is also the question of credits. We can

take that up before Mr. Patolichev comes, that is, the credits extended
by the United States to us.

Secretary Rogers: Export-Import Bank credits.
Chairman Kosygin: Yes, Export-Import Bank credits.
[Mr. Ivanov explains the question of Presidential authority to his

colleagues.]
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Chairman Kosygin: So on the matter of credits by the Export-
Import Bank—as our “Comrade” was telling us—for the Export-
Import Bank to extend credits requires a Presidential order to the 
effect that it is in line with the interest of the U.S. So we would like
you to issue the order so we could begin using the credits. Unless that
is done, as you know, there can be no real trade between us.

The President: I am prepared to take that action but the action
should be taken concurrently with the settlement of Lend-Lease. It 
is easier that way. That is why it is important to discuss these two 
together. Since we have made progress on Lend-Lease this should be 
possible.

Chairman Kosygin: On the matter of Lend-Lease, how do you
think we should go about having a public statement? Or should we
just include something at the end of the visit?

The President: It seems to me—I haven’t thought this through—but
we ought to have Lend-Lease included in Saturday’s announcement.

Chairman Kosygin: I am thinking perhaps if it is better if we in-
cluded in the final communiqué.

The President: That is alright, if you prefer that.
Chairman Kosygin: I think we best indicate it in the communiqué

along the following lines: The two sides have achieved agreement 
on the issue of Lend-Lease, without going into the details in the com-
muniqué. So Mr. President we could then suggest the following 
procedures.

[Mr. Patolichev arrives.]
In the final communiqué, in that section dealing with all agree-

ments and economic questions, we could have a line that the two sides
reached agreement on the question of Lend-Lease without spelling out
the details of the question. It is difficult for us.

The President: The important thing is to have Lend-Lease. We want
to be forthcoming on credit because it is essential to increase trade in
both countries. But we have promised the Congressional leaders that
Lend-Lease would be settled first. They don’t have to be in the same
document necessarily, but it should be mentioned.

Chairman Kosygin: So then we proceed from this understanding.
Following the final elaboration and settlement of Lend-Lease issue, you
are prepared to issue the order to the Export-Import Bank to extend
credits to us which we can then begin using. [President Nixon nods
yes.]

Good. Agreed.
Now Minister Patolichev is here. I would like first to say that we

do agree to buy American grain and for a long-term period. But for
this we will need credit and we will need to have long-term credit—
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longer term credit than the three-year credit to which you are so far re-
ferring. A three-year credit is not of interest to us.

If this is difficult for your side, we could perhaps circumvent the
issue in the following way. We could put forth the following proposal.
You would instruct the Export-Import Bank to extend to us a certain
limit of credit, and we would make use of that credit to purchase grains
from the United States. So we could then reach an understanding on
this formulation? We could have an exchange of letters or simply an
agreement among ourselves. Then we could simply bypass the ques-
tion of what might be difficult for you.

On the question of transportation, well, what we can carry our-
selves we will and what we cannot carry, for that we will charter ships
at the prevailing rates for freighters existing in the world. And then we
could have longer-term prospects regarding purchases. Let’s say that
there could be an agreement extended to five years.

The President: The problem we have is with the authority. Your
idea of a long-term arrangement of course is appealing. But we do not
have the legislative authority to make that kind of arrangement.

Chairman Kosygin: You have no legislative authority in what par-
ticular aspect?

Mr. Flanigan: May I, Mr. President? The Grains Financing Au-
thority prohibits credits in excess of three years to developed countries.
The Export-Import Bank credits prohibits long-term credits for con-
sumables, such as grain.

Chairman Kosygin: The Export-Import Bank does not generally
extend money for grain?

Mr. Flanigan: That is correct.
Chairman Kosygin: Then perhaps we should let this question fil-

ter through the experts once again. Let them look into it and maybe
they can come up with ideas. I will certainly instruct our banking au-
thorities to look into possibilities for entering into some arrangement
with your banks and to see how the purchase of grains could be fi-
nanced for a longer period. Maybe we might find some solution along
these lines. We are certainly prepared to look into this most carefully.
Maybe some arrangement could be made for some kind of banking op-
eration involving one of your banks and one of our banks in one of the
countries in Europe and arrange purchasing that way. Comrade Ivanov
is chairman of the Foreign Trade Bank. We will instruct him to look
into this most carefully. Perhaps you can look into it together with him
to see if there is some possible arrangement for some kind of financial
backing of a deal.

Mr. Flanigan: Fine. We will do it with pleasure.
The President: Secretary Rogers will sit in too and discuss this and

give a legal view.
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Chairman Kosygin: Certainly. Mr. Patolichev and Mr. Ivanov from
our side.

The President: Four on each side. And they will put their heads
together and look into this matter.

Chairman Podgorny: A very authoritative group.
Chairman Kosygin: If they don’t come up with a solution accept-

able to us it will be bad for them.
The President: Did Secretary Rogers and Mr. Flanigan and Mr.

Kosygin have a chance to meet on the other question?
Chairman Kosygin: No, we didn’t have time yet.
The President: On natural gas.
Chairman Kosygin: No. We didn’t discuss that with the Secretary,

but we want to find the time, perhaps tomorrow with the Secretary.
The President: I think it would be good if Flanigan is also on our

side. You can have anyone else you want.
Chairman Kosygin: Certainly. We will have Comrade Baibakov,

the Chairman of State Planning Commission. He could sit in for me.
He is my deputy at the same time; he is deputy Prime Minister. He can
handle this.

The President: I am not sure we can solve it now but we will look
into it. It is a massive deal. It involves one-third of all the Export-
Import Bank’s credit authority.

Chairman Kosygin: I am quite sure we will not be able to reach a
final settlement. As the President said, it is a very complex problem. I
think what is required now, Mr. President, is your consent to release
the companies in the United States for going ahead on planning this
elaborate project. In fact, they have already given us a preliminary proj-
ect. We met with them. If you give the go-ahead to get the work go-
ing, they could go ahead. It requires very careful work to identify with
your side where your interests lie and where our interests lie.

Mr. Flanigan: We have instructed the consortia that they are free
to go ahead with studies and calculations. We have received some stud-
ies, but they are not approved on the credit aspects. With regard to
studies and calculation they are entirely free to make those. As the Pres-
ident has already said, they have the right to make those studies.

Chairman Kosygin: That is very good. It is a step forward, but, of
course, without finally settling the financial aspects nothing can come of
this consortium. That I am sure you are fully aware of. I am sure they are
already working on this project. They told me, when I received them,
they would put it in the hands of the White House. At the same time they
continue to work on this project. They were eager when they talked to
me. That is a very good system in your country: any responsibility any-
one has can be easily shifted to the White House and that is that.
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The last thing I would like to mention is the fact, of course, that a
very great positive sign of the development of economic relations be-
tween our two countries generally would be a solution of the problem
of Most-Favored-Nation treatment. Let me say that we do not look at
this from the standpoint of some kind of exception being made for us.
Because if after the visit such as this we put out a communiqué and
announce all sorts of agreements in the economic field and at the same
time discriminating practices against us continue, it would sow doubt
that this would be misunderstood by the public. All the more so since
this [MFN] is quite common throughout the world. After all we don’t
discriminate against the U.S. and had it [MFN] once. As I said yester-
day, because of the present tariffs the trade between our two countries
is quite negligible. We can be sure that if they remain, there will be no
trade at all.

The President: As I pointed out to the Prime Minister, this is a mat-
ter in which we have to have Congressional approval. I think Con-
gressional approval can be brought about, provided we can make sig-
nificant progress in other matters being discussed today. But I am
keenly aware of the fact that this is essential if we are going to develop
a healthy relationship in the future in the field of trade.

Chairman Kosygin: Not even healthy, but simply for normal rela-
tions, this is necessary.

The President: We understand the Soviet Union has a special in-
terest. But anytime Congressional action is required it does also entail
the necessity of getting votes from the Congress and the Senate. That
is why what we are able to accomplish—if we can make significant ac-
cords during the visit—it would be helpful to move on that as well.

Chairman Kosygin: Because under the existing situation it is more
to our advantage, more profitable, to sell to the British and have them
resell to you, and we get a higher profit than if we sold directly to you.
Why should we have an intermediary on what we intended to sell 
to you?

The President: We are aware of this.
Chairman Kosygin: Maybe some situation in the U.S. will change,

and it will not be Congress but someone else that decides these mat-
ters. I am not making any formal proposal. You wouldn’t accept it 
anyway.

The President: What I am suggesting and I want to be frank—I
want to be candid on what I can do myself—is that we can move on
an Export-Import credit—I have the authority. On MFN, I have to get
Congressional approval. I believe I can get it if I go back. I am just
pointing out that I do not want to leave the impression I can do that
right now. It still takes Congressional action.

Chairman Kosygin: This we are keenly aware of, too.
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The President: I can indicate it as my goal. I cannot indicate it as
a reality until I can deliver.

Chairman Kosygin: Well, both of us have to act within limits on
certain things. That applies to both of us.

The President: We have made progress today. We will continue to
make progress that will help do the job, when I return, with Congress.

Chairman Podgorny: Well, with your persistent efforts I feel that
this will become a realistic possibility.

Chairman Kosygin: In the field of trade generally I think we still
have many untapped possibilities. Perhaps we don’t have the skill or
you don’t have the interest. We ought to have the skill of selling com-
modities. Perhaps in others we have no real interest with the other side.

Let me just give a few examples. I have looked into this. I have
been given a brief on the structure of your imports. I see you are buy-
ing very many items from abroad. I am surprised to see you get half
your footwear from abroad; radios about one third; motocycles 90%;
and many bicycles.

At first glance these are very small items. We could especially
adapt several plants and factories in this country for the requirements
of the American market. For this, what we need is that American com-
panies give us the specifications required. Certain component parts are
needed for the equipment. These could be supplied by the U.S. and
turned out as finished products. We could look at this in a serious way
and could sign contracts totalling billions of rubles. Then we could ex-
tend trade to a broader range of items. Not just primary goods like we
have so far. That would require no credits.

In short, there are great opportunities ahead.
The President: I think the plan we develop for the Commission is

to explore all the possibilities, what we can do. It is difficult, as the
Prime Minister knows, to arrange for trade between two economies
based on different financial systems and other significant differences.
On the other hand this only means that we need to think more cre-
atively, more imaginatively, so that our two economies complement
each other.

Mr. Peterson is a very able man. He will have a broad charter to
discuss this whole range of matters with whomever is designated on
your side. He will make recommendations on how the trade of the two
sides can be expanded. I hope before he comes your experts will come
up with suggestions, and we will have some. From that we can gen-
erate new vistas of trade—new horizons—that we have not had before.

In addition, some of our businessmen have considerable expertise
in dealing with socialist countries in setting up various schemes re-
sulting in beneficial trade to both countries. They will be encouraged
to come up with ideas as well.
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I will simply say that as far as my position is concerned, I believe
that more trade between the Soviet Union and the United States is good
for both countries. I think it is good economically. I also think there are
definite benefits in terms of creating better relations in other fields. I
am prepared to give every encouragement and support that we can on
the government’s side for new initiatives in the field of trade.

Chairman Kosygin: What you said about differences in the systems
of financing, I don’t think that should present any great problems. We are
not complex as regards banking systems or things like that. You will re-
call long ago with American assistance we built the Gorky Auto Plant and
the Volgograd Tractor Plant. And you know, about three years ago we en-
tered into a contract with the Italian Fiat Company which built a very big
project in this country. It is safe to say that there was not the slightest dif-
ficulty or hitch in cooperating with them in this venture. You know that
certain American companies also took part in building that plant.

And I just recently visited the Volgograd Plant which is now pro-
ducing over a thousand cars a day and it is still going up. I saw with my
own eyes U.S. equipment sold to us by the Italians. It is an enormous
plant. There was never the slightest hitch. Everything went off very
smoothly, without a hitch. The President of Fiat who is now dead, Signor
Vellati, was a very able man. I knew him very well. He was very able.

[Chairman Kosygin then read a suggested announcement on the
meeting of the day. The two sides discussed that there would be the the-
ater that night and that they would let other officials sign agreements.]

The Soviet Side: Okay?
American Side: Okay.

277. Memorandum of Conversations1

Moscow, May 25, 1972, 5:20–6:35 p.m. and 11:30 p.m.–12:32 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Leonid V. Smirnov, Deputy Chairman, Council of Ministers of the USSR
Andrei A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs
Anatoli F. Dobrynin, Ambassador to the USA
Georgi M. Korniyenko, Chief of USA Division, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
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Eduard Zaitsev, Interpreter (afternoon)
Mr. Bratchikov, Interpreter (late evening)

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Senior Staff Member, NSC
William G. Hyland, NSC Staff Member
Peter W. Rodman, NSC Staff (notetaker)

SUBJECT

SALT2

Dr. Kissinger: On the subjects we discussed yesterday [Tab A],3 to
get them out of the way, let me give you our answers:

Point #1, The “Text of a Joint Statement on Article III of the Treaty
on the Limitation of ABM Systems,” is accepted in your formulation.

Point #2, “The Parties understand that in the process of modern-
ization and replacement the size of land-based ICBM silo launchers
will not be increased,” is accepted in your formulation.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: I would like to say on this point that
we are ready to make a concession in your favor.

Dr. Kissinger: No, we don’t want your concession.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: But it is in your favor.
Dr. Kissinger: What is the concession?
Foreign Minister Gromyko: “The Parties understand that in the

process of modernization and replacement the size of land-based ICBM
silo launchers will not be substantially increased.”

Dr. Kissinger: What is the concession?
Foreign Minister Gromyko: We accept your formulation.
Dr. Kissinger: Look, we can’t do this every eight hours, after get-

ting agreement in our government. Yesterday, you said “significantly.”
Today we got agreement with everybody in our government and in-
formed you only this morning. You’re not making a concession, you
are withdrawing from an agreed position.

Are your prepared to say 10–15%?
Foreign Minister Gromyko: In general, we are. 
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p.m. (with, as usual, only a half hour’s warning), they were prepared and so were the So-
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lyzing various combinations of figures; the permutations seemed endless, but [they] had
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3 All brackets in the source text. The tabs are attached but not printed. See Docu-
ment 273 for the previous day’s discussion of SALT.
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Dr. Kissinger: In other words, we have wasted three hours of con-
versation with Mr. Brezhnev and two hours with you.

Deputy Chairman Smirnov: We would prefer the formula you sug-
gested and which was accepted in Helsinki.

Dr. Kissinger: If we are going to do this, we can give it all to
Helsinki. To summarize: The President was unsatisfied with what was
done in Helsinki. He therefore raised it with Mr. Brezhnev.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: Yesterday we discussed one possibil-
ity, and another possibility. Yesterday we decided to convince you of
ours. But the Americans were reluctant to accept ours. Our experts said
it made little difference, and we put it to Mr. Brezhnev and he agreed.

Dr. Kissinger: But Mr. Brezhnev said the word “significantly” is
meaningless and that we should go back to 10–15%.

[Smirnov spoke in Russian and was not translated.]
Foreign Minister Gromyko: We have only changed three words—

“not substantially increased.”
Dr. Kissinger: But that’s what we . . . Let’s see what else we’ve got

because we may not have an agreement. I am not accepting this, any
way, since if we don’t settle the submarine point it doesn’t make any
difference what we do here.

Should I mention the other two points? [Points #3 and #4 at Tab
A] The other two points are agreed to, except for minor editorial points,
which they can do in Helsinki.

Deputy Chairman Smirnov: On submarines, yesterday we agreed
that our position on 48 was discussed, and we also spoke about re-
placements. We are in agreement on that because we had an exchange
on that in March. But if you want to determine this level through the
total number of launchers, then we agree with this. If you are more sat-
isfied with translating it into the number of launchers, if you multiply
48 boats by 16 launchers, then you have 768. That would be a figure
that we would specify, that we would write down. This is not because
we insist on 28 starts but because we would have an even number for
each of the submarines. What is your opinion?

Your proposal is 740. We subdivide it by the number of launchers.
Dr. Kissinger: I understand the arithmetic. The arithmetic is not

hard, the politics is hard. Policy decisions are hard.
Deputy Chairman Smirnov: Yes, we are for taking that political

decision.
Dr. Kissinger: What I tried to explain last night is the following. The

problem, Mr. Deputy Minister, is as follows: First of all, I totally reject the
proposition by which you arrive at 48. The figure 48, to repeat for the
record, is the figure 41–43 which we think you have, plus G- and H-class
which you will convert to Y to 48, plus the SS–7s and SS–8s converted
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to submarines, which gives you 62. This is how the 62 originated with
us. It makes no difference to us how you arrived at 62.

Then when Mr. Brezhnev gave me a paper which listed 62 boats
and 950 launchers, I thought we were operating on the basis of the fig-
ures I gave to your Ambassador.

Our problem is this, I repeat: We can accept 62 and 950. We can
accept it, although it will present us with enormous difficulties in ex-
plaining to the American public why the Soviet Union should have
more submarines than we.

What has become apparent over the past few weeks, particularly
over the last week is, if we let you build over the next few years with-
out any obligation of retiring anything, then the treaty cannot be rati-
fied. Because we don’t believe you have 48 Y-class boats.

So, there are a number of practical solutions. The only way the treaty
can be defended in the U.S. is this: We start at an equal base, but we al-
low the Soviet Union to transform old missiles and old submarine-
launched missiles into modern submarines and modern submarine-
launched missiles, up to a figure of 62.

Therefore there are only two practical solutions to the problem, in
my view: Solution one, is that we don’t say anything about the num-
ber of submarines you now have. If you like to say you have 48, that’s
your privilege. But we only say that the next submarine you build af-
ter this agreement is signed will lead to the retirement of old missiles,
either submarine- or land-based.

Actually there are three possible solutions. The second possibility
is: That we accept the figure of 48 but include in it all your nuclear-
powered submarines which have missiles on them. A third possibility
is that we take the figure 740, or maybe even 768, and include in it 100
missiles you have on G- and H-class submarines. In either event, you
will end up with 62 subs and 950 missiles. And since the Deputy Min-
ister is so enamored of our delegation in Helsinki, I will show him the
latest formula of our delegation in Helsinki which omits all numbers,
which takes the first possibility.

I would merely like to add the following. I sent a cable to Wash-
ington today because you asked me if we could drop submarines 
altogether.

Ambassador Dobrynin: It was my private question.
Dr. Kissinger: Private but nonetheless. [Shows cable Hakto 32 and

Tohak 147, at Tab B, to Dobrynin.]4 You will know we can’t possibly
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pass the treaty through the Senate with all these people opposing it.
The Defense Department has come up with an even tougher request,
which I won’t even show you.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: What is your conclusion?
Dr. Kissinger: The conclusion I make, Mr. Foreign Minister, is that

we should find a solution which includes one of the three possibilities,
otherwise we’ll have a treaty that won’t be ratified.

Deputy Chairman Smirnov: We’ve got to come to some conclusion
finally. As far as I could gather from the previous conversations, I could
understand that the formula with the numbers 740 was most conven-
ient for you.

Dr. Kissinger: If it included G- and H-class submarine missiles.
Deputy Chairman Smirnov: Yesterday that wasn’t the question.
Dr. Kissinger: It wasn’t discussed.
Deputy Chairman Smirnov: I want to specify the term. By H-class

you mean the old atom submarines?
Dr. Kissinger: With three missiles each.
Deputy Chairman Smirnov: And by G-class you mean the old

diesel-powered submarines.
Dr. Kissinger: With three missiles each. It’s as old as Polaris.
Deputy Chairman Smirnov: I don’t think it’s worthwhile. I take it

as a joke.
Dr. Kissinger: Of course, Polaris is a better weapon. I agree with

you.
Deputy Chairman Smirnov: Yesterday we did discuss the figure

740 but yesterday we did not include these in the figure; we discussed
only modern submarines.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: Mr. Kissinger, this element is a new
one. It has never been introduced in Helsinki or Vienna. They spoke
about the modern submarines, never about the old ones. We cannot ac-
cept this.

Dr. Kissinger: But the protocol I was working from, which was the
protocol of May 19, doesn’t have the word “nuclear.” If you drop the
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Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Office Files, Box 73, Country Files, Europe, USSR, Mr.
Kissinger’s Conversations in Moscow, May 1972) In telegram Tohak 147, May 25, Haig
informed Kissinger that all four men agreed that an agreement that limited the Soviets
to not more than 950 SLBM launchers of any type on any submarine (including G, H
and Y class) was essential. If such provisions were not acceptable to the Soviets, they
recommended a delay in reaching any agreement and continuing negotiations until the
issue was resolved. The cable repeated that the alternatives of an ABM agreement alone,
an agreement limited to ABM and ICBM, or an agreement permitting more than 950
launchers were not acceptable. (Ibid.)
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word “nuclear,” we’re in business. You added the word “nuclear” to
our May 19th protocol. We submitted it to your delegation. We didn’t
mislead you.

I have always said with the 48 we included G- H-class.
Ambassador Dobrynin: Not with me. With 740 yes, but not with

the 48.
Dr. Kissinger: Our problem is: We have no difficulty about where

we will conclude: 950 and 62. What we have problems with is with the
interim. We absolutely require domestically that we be able to say that
new boats are replacements and that we did not give you a unilateral
advantage.

I am not bargaining with you. We have a massive problem. Our
military people in the Department of Defense—we’ll take care of this;
we haven’t even shown this to them—propose that we replace SS–9s
with subs.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: Repeat that last idea about SS–9s.
Dr. Kissinger: [laughs] It’s not a serious proposal. I showed your

Ambassador the telegram I sent to Washington this morning. I said
this, so that you know what we’re up against. I said, “Given the pres-
ent state of SLBM discussions and Smith cable, would Laird, Rush,
Helms and Moorer prefer that offensive agreement not include sub-
marines? . . . Under what conditions should we proceed?”

[Dobrynin at this point gets up and leaves.]
Dr. Kissinger: We’ve driven your Ambassador away?
Foreign Minister Gromyko: According to protocol, the Ambas-

sador has to escort the President to the theater. This is our concern for
the President.

Dr. Kissinger: I understand. Your hospitality has been excellent.
We are all grateful. We thank you.

[Reads second cable:] “Have discussed your message with Rush,
Helms, and Moorer. All agree that an agreement which limits Soviets
to not more than 950 SLBM launchers of any type on any submarine
(including G-, H- and Y-class) is essential.

“If such provisions are not acceptable to the Soviets, we recom-
mend a delay in reaching any agreement.

“The alternatives of an ABM agreement alone, an agreement lim-
ited to ABM and ICBM, or allowing more than 950 SLBM launchers, is
not acceptable.”

Then the military have an even more exalted position, but I won’t
bother with them. They want you to trade in modern missiles . . .

We cannot pass this treaty in the Senate with the opposition of all
these people.
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Deputy Chairman Smirnov: If we start considering the opinions
of individual persons, even from very high positions, then we are
bound to return to the very start of the negotiations. I can tell you the
opinion of our military, that your position—both geography and the
availability of forward bases—gives you a very big advantage. There-
fore, our navy people tell us our figures are extremely small, given your
advantages. That question has already been discussed.

We received information March 17 5 that your President was agree-
able to the proposal of 48, without including diesel or other submarines.
Yesterday you said we should calculate missiles or submarines equally.
You mentioned 48, that’s your proposal.

But I can assure you that we are more criticized by our military
than you are by yours. If you start citing the opinions of the military,
citing pluses and minuses of the positions we find ourselves in, we’ll
have to go back to the beginning of the negotiations.

Dr. Kissinger: But that is what we are facing now.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: I have to say, Mr. Kissinger, that what

you say today introduces something new into our conversation. We
seem to come to agreement that we are receiving certain partial 
inequalities, certain advantages with respect to number, but we did
have a different understanding of the situation. We understood we
were dealing with modern submarines and modern launchers. Now
it seems we have toys that produce certain sounds and we are stuck
with them.

Dr. Kissinger: If you accept our proposal you’ll have 62 sub-
marines—that’s 50% more than we have—and 300 more missiles. That
is a compensation for geographic inequality.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: That is the quantitative side.
Dr. Kissinger: That’s right. On the qualitative side, those 62 sub-

marines and 950 missiles can all be modern. All we ask you to do is to
destroy old toy submarines you have in order to reach this total of 950.
The Deputy Prime Minister knows very well that the missiles on those
submarines are antiquated and aren’t very useful. We are giving you
a margin of 50% in both missiles and boats. And in ICBMs we’re giv-
ing you a margin of 40%. This will be a very difficult agreement to
present to Congress even in the form we are proposing, and impossi-
ble in the form you are proposing.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: Your argument may be convincing to
your military people but it cannot be satisfactory to us. If you are in-
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cluding there all the forms we are dealing with, then we would have
to start speaking about bases and aircraft and all other initial condi-
tions. It is clear today you are trying to include obsolete units even
though those obsolete units have been excluded from the parities long
ago. We have been following the negotiations a long time, and today’s
formulation is a surprise to us. You know our possibilities; what you
propose today puts us in a difficult situation. If we were asked to put
forward a list of what is demanded by our military, that list is longer
than what you have.

We should come to a decision without crossing out what we did
before and the political decisions taken in the past by our leaders and
your leaders.

Dr. Kissinger: We are not asking you to keep obsolete systems. You
can replace the old systems with new ones. We want you to replace
them, not keep them. That is the point.

Deputy Chairman Smirnov: Whether it’s worthwhile, we will de-
cide ourselves.

Dr. Kissinger: Yes, we are just trying to explain our proposal. We
are not trying to tell you what to do.

Deputy Chairman Smirnov: It seems we are deviating from the
specific question that was on the agenda yesterday. The essence of the
agreement was that you have 41 submarines plus three according to
the letter—plus three you would not use; for us, 950 starts and 62 sub-
marines. Yesterday, no problem was raised with this; nor today. It is
known that the number of submarines and ICBMs was determined, as
well as the number of replacements. Yesterday, only one question was
raised: What is the initial point from which to start counting? It was
also raised in Helsinki. The figure was 48 modern submarines.

[The clock chime rang at 6:30 p.m.]
Dr. Kissinger: We have to go.
[Gromyko leaves the room.]
Deputy Chairman Smirnov: Yesterday we came to the following

results: You told us it was more convenient for you not to fix any
number of submarines, that is omit the 48. You considered it more
convenient to calculate the number of launchers, and you put for-
ward 740. This is what we should discuss, not the evaluations of your
military.

[Gromyko returns.]
Dr. Kissinger: I have a problem. I have to go with the President to

the ballet. Could we meet after the ballet?
Foreign Minister Gromyko: Good. Yes.
Dr. Kissinger: May I ask for an explanation here? You said [in your

Protocol draft, Tab C] “in excess of 740 nuclear submarine-launched
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ballistic missiles.” Strictly, that would include H-class.6 If this were true,
it would give us a certain symmetry with the 710 we have, and would
permit me to talk to the President.

Deputy Chairman Smirnov: Did you ask whether the 740 includes
all nuclear submarines?

Dr. Kissinger: Yes.
Deputy Chairman Smirnov: On all atomic submarines.
Dr. Kissinger: Including H-class?
Deputy Chairman Smirnov: Yes.
Dr. Kissinger: Let me talk to the President. I think we have a 

possible . . .
Deputy Chairman Smirnov: That was always our position. That is

why your new position about the diesel submarines surprises us.7

Dr. Kissinger: I understand. That is why I think we may have a
solution . . . Let me talk to the President.

[The meeting broke up at 6:35 p.m. for the Bolshoi performance 
of “Swan Lake.”8 The meeting then reconvened at 11:30 p.m. after the
ballet.]

Foreign Minister Gromyko: Where have you been?
Dr. Kissinger: I was looking for the ballerina.
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6 The relevant paragraph of the Protocol reads: “Additional submarine-launched
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chimed six-thirty, Smirnov asked me exactly what I meant by H-class submarines since
it was an American, not a Soviet term. I told him that we gave this designation to the
older nuclear-powered submarines carrying three missiles each. Smirnov innocently
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marines included in the total. The Soviets would now have to dismantle a total of 240
older missiles to reach the agreed level of 950 modern SLBMs, including dismantling all
of the older heavy-throwweight ICBMs. (Or else they could keep the thirty H-class mis-
siles, in which case they would have only 920 modern SLBMs; this is in fact what they
did.)” (White House Years, p. 1237)

8 Kissinger recalled that as they adjourned for the ballet, only two issues stood be-
tween them and agreement—how to deal with the missiles on the G-class submarines
and silo modernization. After the performance, he told Nixon that they were within sight
of an agreement if they could reconcile the issue of the 60 old missiles on G-class boats.
He and his colleagues had come up with a possible compromise. The United States would
not count those missiles unless they were modernized, but existing missiles could not
be “traded in” for missiles on new submarines. He said this served two purposes—to
stay below 950, the Soviets would have to dismantle ICBMs on nuclear-powered sub-
marines, and they could not put modern missiles on diesel-powered submarines unless
they counted them. (Ibid., pp. 1237–1238)
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Foreign Minister Gromyko: You needed a helping hand?
Dr. Kissinger: A helping hand is no good if I don’t have the time.
I spent the time talking to the President, and also to Washington.

I hope General Antonov reports promptly to you the substance of my
conversations!

Ambassador Dobrynin: We want to hear from you personally!
Dr. Kissinger: Let me sum up my understanding of what this pro-

tocol means.
The number of 740 ballistic-missiles includes the number of mis-

siles on any nuclear submarine no matter when it was built. You said
this in your proposal.

Deputy Chairman Smirnov: Any nuclear submarine.
Dr. Kissinger: Including H-class submarines.
Deputy Chairman Smirnov: If you classify our appropriate sub-

marines as H.
Dr. Kissinger: We know what we’re talking about. This is clear

enough.
So, what divides us is 70 missiles on G-class submarines. Is that

correct? You don’t have to confirm the figure, just the number of mis-
siles on G-class.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: This is right. They have never been 
included.

Dr. Kissinger: This is the issue that divides us. I included it in my
arithmetic with your Ambassador and our delegation had it in its May
19 proposal.9

Ambassador Dobrynin: But you didn’t mention the G-class.
Dr. Kissinger: [to Dobrynin] I mentioned the G and H together,

five submarines—but you didn’t pretend to know all the details.
We understand each other. Does the Minister have any possible

compromise in mind?
Deputy Chairman Smirnov: Yesterday you made this proposal and

we decided to assess the situation to make everything clear. We ac-
cepted your proposal to include all nuclear submarines.
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Foreign Minister Gromyko: There is no room for additional com-
promise.

Dr. Kissinger: Then this makes it impossible to reach agreement.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: We should put everything in its right

place. Yesterday we finished by saying we won’t mention 48 sub-
marines and we will restrict ourselves to launchers, numbering 740.

Deputy Chairman Smirnov: The question was put by your side
and we promised to answer today. We moved to meet your position
today, and we gave you a positive answer. That is, we accepted 740,
including all atomic submarines, including older submarines.

Dr. Kissinger: May I offer a compromise? As follows: We can ac-
cept this figure if you will meet one of our concerns, namely putting
modern missiles on your G-class submarines. Therefore add a sentence
to the protocol: If any modern missiles are put on any nuclear sub-
marines, we will count them against the 950.

Ambassador Dobrynin: Only G-class submarines?
Dr. Kissinger: What I propose is this. You of course have the right

to convert G-class to Y-class under this agreement—into modern subs.
That’s part of the protocol. But secondly, those that you don’t convert,
if you put modern missiles on them, they will count in the 950 mod-
ern missiles you are permitted.

[Smirnov has trouble understanding; Korniyenko repeats Dr.
Kissinger’s suggestion.]

Dr. Kissinger: This would be added to the protocol. I have it writ-
ten here. [Hands over text Tab D.]10

Foreign Minister Gromyko: You don’t mention G-type in this pa-
per, but actually you mean G-type?

Dr. Kissinger: If you put it on another submarine, naturally it
counts too—but I don’t think you have any other. What we are saying
is that neither side should be able to evade the agreement by putting
modern missiles on another submarine.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: In fact it means G.
Dr. Kissinger: In fact it means G.
Ambassador Dobrynin: Don’t you have a Russian text?
Dr. Kissinger: I don’t have a Russian expert on my staff!
[Gromyko and Smirnov confer.]
Ambassador Dobrynin: [to HAK] Really, personally, do you think

there is a possibility to put modern missiles on G-class?
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Dr. Kissinger: I don’t think it’s worthwhile, but it’s technically pos-
sible. Really, you should know we need this for our concerns. You’re
making the same mistake as in Germany, you’ll end up making the
concessions and making them to the wrong people. The Navy won’t
accept any agreement unless it eliminates the G-class entirely.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: What else do you have?
Dr. Kissinger: That would take care of the submarine issue—with

the proviso that we have to let the delegations work out the language
more elegantly. But the substance we accept.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: Do you have the other consideration?
Dr. Kissinger: On the other point I have raised with the Foreign

Minister, it is of some sensitivity, because the President believes he was
given some assurances on silo dimensions. I would suggest a com-
promise as I suggested last night. That you accept the word “signifi-
cantly” and that you say that this means 10–15%.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: Where would that be said?
Dr. Kissinger: We could have an agreed interpretive statement. We

can say 15%.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: It is extremely complicated.
Dr. Kissinger: For the same reason, on our side.
Deputy Chairman Smirnov: In such a big document, being over-

specific will not be too appropriate. It is already accepted that we won’t
turn light missiles into heavy ones and there will be no expansion of
silos. And if we have, say 151⁄2%, what do we do about that? Do we
have to be that specific? Different variants were proposed. You used
those cables: I also can use our cables.

Dr. Kissinger: That would be a good beginning to our mutual co-
operation. I hope your cables are written in better Russian than ours
are in English.

Deputy Chairman Smirnov: This time unfortunately I have fewer
cables than you do, but next time I will bring more.

You will recall that up to recently the position of the Soviet dele-
gation in Helsinki, where the principal talks were held, was “not to in-
crease significantly.” The American side proposed several variants, in-
cluding figures, in terms both of cubic metres and of percentages. I
won’t enumerate all the variants; they are well known. I would like to
draw your attention to the fact that beginning May 2011 our positions
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11 In telegram SALT VII 1367 from Helsinki, May 23, Smith reported agreement on
an interpretative statement relating to Article II of the Interim Agreement that read: “The
parties understand that in the process of modernization and replacement there would
be no significant increase in the dimensions of land-based ICBM silo launchers.” (Na-
tional Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Office Files, Box 74,
Country Files, Europe, USSR, Moscow Summit, 1972 [1 of 2])
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began to come closer. On May 20, Vorontsov said that General Haig
told him that on Sunday Presidential instructions would be sent to
Helsinki. As we understand it, on the basis of those instructions, on
May 22 in Helsinki there was a meeting of the Working Group
(Grinevsky, Kishilev, Garthoff and Parsons) which arrived at a formula.
This was only the Working Group’s formula . . .

Dr. Kissinger: I know the formula.
Deputy Chairman Smirnov: Today, May 25, we received confir-

mation that the proposal of the four had been considered by the dele-
gations as approved, and presented as a formal proposal of American
side. It seems we now have an agreed text.

Dr. Kissinger: Let me explain why Haig talked to Vorontsov. I was
traveling; normally I and your Ambassador handle this. General Haig
was not familiar with all the details. He wanted only to fill the gap of
one day while I was en route here. In our first formal meeting with Mr.
Brezhnev we raised the issue.12 We would not have raised it if we were
satisfied with what the delegation had done. So it does no good to tell
me how many times our delegation approved it. We are not satisfied
with it.

And we have not insisted on the volume limitation [only the 
dimension of silos], even though that too was discussed. We are 
willing to go back to the word “significantly,” if we can have some
specification.

That really is my last proposal.
[There was a break from 12:12–12:26 a.m.]
Foreign Minister Gromyko: The situation, in general, is very com-

plicated. If there are no additional considerations, I think we can stop
for the time being. We could continue tomorrow, but let’s not fix a time.

I think it will depend on the meeting at the highest level. If there
is a high-level meeting tomorrow morning, we could meet tomorrow
afternoon.

Dr. Kissinger: So I can inform the President, [can you tell me] which
provision is the obstacle?

Foreign Minister Gromyko: It is becoming discernible that, first,
the provision on launchers, and second, the question that was raised
in that last formula that was given us.

Ambassador Dobrynin: To think it over.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: On the other issues we discussed yes-

terday, you have given us a reply and we think it as settled.
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Dr. Kissinger: Yes. No signing tomorrow then.
Ambassador Dobrynin: Right.
Dr. Kissinger: When could there be a signing. It has to be Sunday.13

Foreign Minister Gromyko: I think we won’t be able to sign be-
fore Sunday, but we won’t have to interrupt the Saturday schedule, be-
cause the President is going to Leningrad and Sunday is free.

Dr. Kissinger: Fine. We can do it Sunday.
We will meet tomorrow.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: At a time to be specified tomorrow.
Dr. Kissinger: You owe us an answer on the two propositions. We

have no other considerations. If you accept those, it will be completed
as far as we are concerned. We will raise no other issues.

Deputy Chairman Smirnov: After the ballet, have nice dreams.
Swans, not evil forces.

[The meeting then ended at 12:32 a.m.]14
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13 May 28.
14 In his memoirs Kissinger wrote that following this meeting, he reported to Nixon

that they were at “an impasse that only the Soviets could break. We could make no fur-
ther concessions. There could be no signing ceremony on Friday night; it would take
place, if at all, on Sunday. Nixon was disappointed but raised no objections.” Kissinger
added that it was “important to keep this sequence in mind because critics later argued
that a self-imposed deadline made for hasty negotiation. But the fact was that we used
Brezhnev’s own deadline to bring pressure on the Soviets. . . . When the meeting broke
up on Thursday night, the outcome of the negotiation depended on a Soviet decision; I
had left on doubt that we had reached the limit of our concessions.” He noted that he
had been “fairly confident” that the Soviets would accept the “final” U.S. proposal. “They
could not permit a negotiation that lasted nearly three years to go down the drain over
the issues of silo dimension (on which their own vacillation demonstrated that it was 
a close call), and the replacement of missiles on G-class diesel submarines (which 
any analysis indicated it made no sense to modernize anyway).” (White House Years,
pp. 1239–1240)
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278. Backchannel Message From the Head of the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks Delegation (Smith) to the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger) in
Moscow1

Helsinki, May 25, 1972, 2055Z.

Tohak 162. Please deliver immediately.
Dear Henry:
Re your telecon2 tonight:
1. I do not feel sufficiently clued in to Moscow exchanges to give

categorical advice regarding your telephone inquiry.
2. I do not understand reason for apparent switch from this morn-

ing’s reported position that Soviets would accept Article III with its
“immediate replacement” formula.

3. In these circumstances, I can only advise President to hold to
present U.S. position tonight. I would add parenthetically that differ-
ence between U.S. and USSR positions appears to me to be 60 old
launchers on 20 diesel boats (plus 2 additional G-class test beds with
10 modern launchers on them).

4. If, subsequently, President finds it necessary to adjust U.S. po-
sition, he might consider following line. If:

(A) Soviet position is that 60 old launchers on 20 diesel boats
would make the difference between a major strategic arms limitation
agreement or no agreement, and if our position therefore is that these
diesel boats need not be included in the freeze;

(B) The Soviets will agree to have not more than these 20 diesel
SL subs (plus the 2 test beds) during the freeze and not to place mod-
ern SLBM launchers on them;

(C) They agree that any modern replacements for these diesel
boats must be counted under the 950–62 ceilings; the U.S. could 
agree.

5. However, such adjustment should be based on the under-
standing that any additional modern SLBM submarine started after the
date of the signature of the agreement will count as a replacement sub-
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1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 480, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, President’s Moscow, Iran, Poland, Austria Trip, May–Jun. 72, Tohak
(File No. 2), The Situation Room [Part 2]. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes Only;
Flash.

2 No record of this telephone conversation has been found.

491-761/B428-S/60006

1240_A68-A72  10/31/06  12:04 PM  Page 1110



marine, and must be accompanied by dismantling of appropriate num-
ber of H-class subs and/or SS–7’s and SS–8’s.

6. It is easier to state these conditions than to spell out a formu-
lation for an agreement that could be explained logically, but in view
of short time in which you wanted answer, this is best I can suggest.3

Warm regards.
Gerard Smith
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3 In telegram Hakto 37 to Smith, May 25, Kissinger replied that meetings in Moscow
were occurring sporadically between the President’s meetings with Soviet leaders, and
that Smith’s latest views had been very helpful in the late evening session. (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, President’s Trip Files, Box 480, Pres-
ident’s Trip, USSR, Iran, Austria, Poland, May–Jun. 1972, Hakto File) In his memoirs
Smith wrote that on rereading his message (Tohak 162), he began to have doubts and
wired Kissinger again advocating a harder position, noting the “U.S. need for a rational
explanation of an agreed replacement formula that would not be a clear admission of a
free ride for the Soviets.” Smith recalled that his advice on the G-class launchers obvi-
ously angered the Moscow White House. (Doubletalk, p. 426) In Kissinger’s account of
this incident, he wrote that “Smith, having first accepted my G-class formula, changed
his mind and called it a ‘free ride’ for the Soviets to maintain these boats.” He said that
he thought Smith would never have taken this position “but for the frustration of being
so far from the conclusion of what he had every reason to consider his own negotia-
tion.” Salving bruised feelings would have to wait, however, and Kissinger sent “a sharp
reply.” (White House Years, p. 1240) In telegram Hakto 39, May 25, Kissinger responded
to Smith that his previous cable had seemed much better, and asked: “1. Can you ex-
plain how 60 missiles of 300–700 mile range, barred from modernization, in diesel sub-
marines that have to surface to fire, representing less than 3 per cent of the total Soviet
force, could represent a free ride. What are we giving up that we were going to do? The
Soviets in turn get a ceiling on their SLBM’s, a ban on modernization of the G-class, and
lose 240 launchers. If the Soviets refuse to accept the compromise, I want someone to
explain how our security is enhanced when we then confront the G’s, the H’s, 240 more
launchers, and a larger number of SLBM’s.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Ma-
terials, NSC Files, Box 480, President’s Trip Files, President’s Trip, USSR, Iran, Austria,
Poland, May–Jun. 1972, Hakto File)
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279. Backchannel Message From the President’s Deputy Assistant
for National Security Affairs (Haig) to the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger) 
in Moscow1

Washington, May 25, 1972, 2144Z.

WH 21631/Tohak 163. Reference your telephone conversation of
4:15 p.m. Washington time.2 It may be that our difficulty here is in as-
certaining exactly where the situation stands there and what precise
difficulties you are confronted with. On each step along the way over
the past 48 hours, we have been presented with very cryptic require-
ments which complicated our ability to ease the load at your end. Cer-
tain realities exist here with which you should be cognizant.

As you weigh the option of compromise, it is quite important that
you consider the point of departure from which that compromise will
be assessed here. For better or worse, ACDA briefed extensively on the
Hill to the effect that 62/950 would be ultimate outcome of the SLBM
freeze. Those figures are now imbedded in the Congressional mental
computers. These figures have been the major source of the opposition
which has surfaced thus far. Therefore, a compromise which worsens
these figures will be more difficult to sell. Jackson and Goldwater are
already attacking these figures and will have little trouble exploiting a
worsened picture.

As I informed you yesterday, the Chairman, on his own, and Sec-
retary Laird, suspecting a compromise was in the wind, put us on no-
tice that we should avoid this step. In the case of the Chairman, he was
adamant that he could not obtain JCS support for such a position. Sec-
retary Laird was equally negative but did not make such a threat. This
was the point of departure from which the questions you asked this
morning were addressed.3 The subsequent compromise which would
have included the H-class submarines in the freeze were merely an ex-
tension of that attitude.

The way the Chairman described the compromise is as follows.
The compromise would be tantamount to giving the Soviets 84 boats
and 1,020 SLBM’s, thereby shattering the argument that we have frozen
the overall numbers of missiles to current levels. Any additional Y-class
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1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 480, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, President’s Moscow, Iran, Poland, Austria Trip, May–Jun. 72, (File No.
2), The Situation Room [Part 2]. Top Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only.

2 No record of this telephone conversation has been found.
3 See footnote 4, Document 277.
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submarines or any additional SLBM’s are merely replacements for old
ICBM’s and old SLBM’s.4

My concern is not so much the strategic effect of the compromise
as it is the connotation that the President while in Moscow accepted a
position less satisfactory than the one which had allegedly been worked
out prior to his departure. This single issue will dominate subsequent
public debate. Nevertheless, I think I can assure you that bureaucrati-
cally Defense, CIA, State, ACDA and all involved would support the
compromise. I am less sure of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, even though I
am certain that with adequate briefing they would at least keep quiet
and probably even support.

The real problem to me is not the strategic implications of the com-
promise but rather the problem of the President’s public image and
credibility. This is certainly not my business. Since I sense you want
my personal appraisal of the situation, it is as follows.

I believe the strategic implication of the compromise is minor and
that we can live with it for we will certainly be better off with it than
without it. I also believe that there will be a problem of bureaucratic
discipline which is nevertheless manageable. I also believe the Presi-
dent will have some real difficulties with the right wing of the Re-
publican Party. But in a pragmatic sense, they have nowhere else to go,
and he can weather that storm without fatal consequences.

I believe the Congressional problem is manageable and that in the
final analysis, there will be a substantial majority in favor of any SALT
agreement. I would be more concerned about the Soviets who have ob-
viously played a role of duplicity with us in recent weeks. If not, I won-
der why we pushed so hard to promulgate the figures 62/950. This is
something which only you have been involved in and only you can ac-
curately judge.

On balance, were I making the decision, I would accept the com-
promise, with the realization that other issues involved are far more
important and with my personal acceptance of the fact that we have
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4 In telegram Hakto 38, May 25, Kissinger replied to Haig, asking: “1. Can you give
me one rational explanation why 60 missiles of 300–700 mile range, in diesel submarines
that have to surface to fire, representing less than 3 per cent of the total Soviet force, can
present a realistic threat? What are we giving up that we were going to do? The Soviets
in turn get a ceiling on their SLBM’s, a ban on modernization of the G-class, and lose
240 launchers. 2. If the Soviets refuse to accept the compromise, I want someone to ex-
plain how our security is enhanced when we then confront the G’s, the H’s, 240 more
launchers, and a larger number of SLBM’s. Anyone able to answer these questions can
criticize. The rest should for once support their President.” (National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 480, President’s Trip Files, President’s Moscow,
Iran, Poland, Austria Trip, May–Jun. 72, Hakto File) This telegram is almost identical to
the one sent to Smith in Helsinki the same day; see footnote 3, Document 278.
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to get over a difficult period which will be rectified by the re-election
of a President who, in the final analysis, will gain more from a SALT
agreement that is less than satisfactory than he would from a princi-
pled rejection at this stage.

I have talked to Moorer and Rush and both are consulting inten-
sively. I know my men and both will come along. If you feel you have
gone as far as the traffic will possibly bear with your hosts, I would
take the compromise, especially with the provision on modernization
of G-class submarines. In doing so, I would urge you, however, to get
Sonnenfeldt and Hyland to sit down now and prepare the best con-
ceivable rationale which will be made available to us here in conjunc-
tion with the transcript of your briefing. This is the major problem. I
would also consider having the President film a brief clip commenting
on the agreement and taking the high-road which can be used back
here to counter the negative clips that will come from the Goldwaters,
the Jacksons, etc.

Recognizing the fatigue and strain that you must be experiencing,
I cannot over-emphasize the importance of this one final effort.

Finally, you may be sure that everyone here will concentrate all of
their energies in supporting whatever course of action the President
takes.

Warm regards.

280. Backchannel Message From the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger) to the President’s
Deputy Assistant for National Security Affairs (Haig)1

Moscow, May 25, 1972, 2200Z.

Hakto 36 1. SLBM compromise now on table here after hours of
talk. Best we can possibly obtain is base number of 740 nuclear-sub-
marine launched ballistic missile launchers, including launcher on H
class boats. In addition, we have proposed to add clause that deploy-
ment of modern SLBMs on any submarine, regardless of type will be
counted against total of SLBMs permitted US and USSR. Soviets will
take this to Brezhnev and presumably Politburo tomorrow.
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1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 480, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, President’s Moscow, Iran, Poland, Austria Trip, May–Jun. 72, HAKTO
File. Top Secret; Eyes Only. Flash.
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2. Effect of forgoing is to force Soviets to begin retiring either H
class boats or SS–7s and 8s for next boat under construction and to
oblige them to count missile modernization on G class boats against
950 total.

3. President is unwilling to see some 60 300-mile SLBMs stand in
the way of an agreement that will clearly impose ceilings on Soviets in
regard to ICBMs and SLBMs which they could readily exceed in five-
year period without freeze not to mention the retirement of 240 launch-
ers this agreement would bring about.

4. It should also be understood that base figure now formulated
gets Soviets down to 710 on Y class boats. Thus the Soviets will have
to retire some 240 launchers including all of H class subs to reach per-
mitted total.

5. President wishes all senior officials to be fully aware of these
considerations and expects all of them to give full support to compro-
mise if Soviets accept. Please get Chiefs aboard immediately.

6. This information must of course be extremely closely held un-
til we receive reply from Soviets.2
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2 In telegram Tohak 170, at 0141Z (4:41 a.m. in Moscow) on May 26, Haig responded
that “thanks to yeoman work by Admiral Moorer, the JCS ‘in accord’ with proposed
SALT package with provision that U.S. strategic programs be accelerated.” Haig added
that the crucial factor with the JCS had been the modernization proviso which had “never
been surfaced here until your telephone call to me.” (Ibid.) In follow-up telegram Tohak
183, May 26, Haig transmitted the formal, detailed JCS position on the SALT package,
stating that if this was the best agreement the President could reach, rather than scut-
tling the treaty, the JCS were in accord—provided that the administration took the “ac-
tion necessary to ensure the acceleration of our ongoing offensive programs as well as
improvements to existing systems.” (Ibid.) Calling this reply “a classic of Pentagon pol-
itics,” Kissinger said that they were determined to do this anyhow. He noted, however,
that the JCS argument was not without logical flaws. “Their insistence on an accelera-
tion of our strategic programs was grounded not on a Soviet buildup extending over a
decade, but on sixty antiquated Soviet missiles of minimal range on diesel submarines.”
(White House Years, p. 1240)
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281. Memorandum of Conversation1

Moscow, May 26, 1972, 11:15 a.m.–12:25 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Leonid V. Smirnov, Deputy Chairman, Council of Ministers of the USSR
Andrei A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs
Anatoli F. Dobrynin, Ambassador to USA
Georgi M. Korniyenko, Chief of USA Division, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Mr. Bratchikov, Interpreter

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Senior Staff Member, NSC
William G. Hyland, NSC Staff Member
Peter W. Rodman, NSC Staff (notetaker)

SUBJECTS

SALT; Communiqué

SALT

Foreign Minister Gromyko: The Ambassador must have informed
you that we have proposed a top-level meeting for 3 o’clock today.

Dr. Kissinger: Yes, that’s accepted.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: Now we are to continue with yester-

day’s talks. Let us try, both of us, to be still more concrete, without all
the cables. There are two questions left open from yesterday on which
I would like to comment.

First is your formula, “Deployment of modern submarine-
launched ballistic missiles on any submarine, regardless of type, will
be counted against the total submarine-launched ballistic missiles per-
mitted for the U.S. and the USSR.” That is accepted. Hooray!

Ambassador Dobrynin: Hooray!
Dr. Kissinger: We are finished then with this section.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: Second, on the wording of the joint

statement, “The parties understand that in the process of moderniza-
tion and replacement, the size of land-based ICBM silo launchers will
not be substantially increased,” we accept your proposal on 10–15%.2

1116 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 73, Country Files, Europe, USSR, Mr. Kissinger’s Conversations in Moscow.
Top Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. The meeting was held in St. Catherine’s Hall at the
Grand Kremlin Palace.

2 Kissinger recalled that the Soviet SALT decision “came with stunning sudden-
ness. Around 10:00 a.m. Dobrynin came to my room in the Kremlin to tell me that the
Politburo had been in session since 8:00; there was no telling how long it would last. At
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Dr. Kissinger: Good.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: What should be the exact wording?

Do you have a text?
Dr. Kissinger: We use the word “significantly,” not “substantially,”

but it’s not important.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: It’s the same word in Russian [zna-

chitel’no].3

Dr. Kissinger: We’ll have a sentence for you in a minute.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: We are prepared and believe it advis-

able to proceed to signature of the treaty and agreement today, that is,
this evening—as it was scheduled.4

Dr. Kissinger: Today? We will have to call Smith.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: If for any reason you believe it advis-

able to meet your delegation first, you can call Smith and bring him
here. We can do the same with Semenov.5
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11:00 a.m. we were informed that Gromyko and Smirnov wanted to meet me urgently
in St. Catherine’s Hall. We assembled at 11:15. Without further ado Gromyko accepted
not only our position on the G-class and silo dimension problem; he also agreed to our
formulation of it. The Soviets would go along with a common definition of ‘significant.’”
(White House Years, p. 1241) Nixon recalled that he and Kissinger were meeting in his
apartment when “Dobrynin arrived with the news that the Politburo had held a special
session and agreed to accept our final position.” (RN: Memoirs, p. 616) Smith recalled
Kissinger as agreeing to the “Gromyko provisions” that day, and wrote: “Perhaps
Kissinger was right in saying later that every concession at Moscow was made by 
the Soviets. But the report given to us hardly supports that conclusion.” (Doubletalk,
pp. 430–431)

3 All brackets in the source text.
4 Kissinger wrote that “Gromyko then stunned us even more by insisting on a sign-

ing ceremony that very evening as originally scheduled.” He added that he still did not
understand the reason for this Soviet haste. “It may have been due to the characteristic
of Soviet negotiators that no matter how much they may have haggled, once an agree-
ment is in sight they seem panicked that the results of their labors might be hazarded
by some last-minute accident or trick of the inscrutable capitalists . . . Probably the So-
viets simply wanted to humor Brezhnev, who earlier in the week had staked his pres-
tige on a Friday ceremony.” (White House Years, p. 1241)

5 In his memoirs Kissinger recalled that after he and Gromyko agreed on joint in-
structions, he had Sonnenfeldt call Smith on an open line to inform him that instructions
were on their way. He said they thought that the delegations could conclude their work
and come to Moscow on the U.S. plane in time for a signing ceremony at 8:30 that night,
but didn’t realize that the plane with its piston engines would take 21⁄2 hours nor did
they calculate the delay in transmission due to routing the instructions through the White
House Situation Room. Thus the Soviet delegation received its instructions in 40 min-
utes, but the U.S. delegation had received nothing 2 hours later. “Smith, now thoroughly
aroused, rightly refused to work from the Soviet text, though assured by Sonnenfeldt
that the instructions were joint. Nevertheless, after repeated phone conversations . . . and
the final unsnarling of communications, the two delegations set to work and completed
a joint document on the American delegation’s plane to Moscow. It was a Herculean ef-
fort crowning years of dedicated labor.” (Ibid., p. 1242)
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Dr. Kissinger: No, we have to get the delegations to get the final
text. We don’t have the facilities here. But that’s not a problem. We had
proceeded on the assumption of Sunday, and we will have to . . .

Foreign Minister Gromyko: Sunday is not very convenient for us.
Dr. Kissinger: Let me talk to the President first. We have to have

a press briefing on this.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: We thought of 7:00, but if it can’t be

at 7:00, we can do it at 8:00 or 8:30. You can postpone your dinner.
Dr. Kissinger: I will first talk to the President, then call Smith. How

will we get them here? Do you have a plane there?
Foreign Minister Gromyko: There is an American plane there.
Dr. Kissinger: Mr. Foreign Minister, why don’t we do this? First, I

will talk to the President. I am sure he will agree. Second, we have to
decide whether they should finish the paper work in Helsinki or here.
I recommend that they finish the paper work there, not here. I am tired
of hearing complaints from experts.

[Dr. Kissinger leaves the room, at 11:30 a.m., and returns at 11:47.]
Dr. Kissinger: The President agrees. He is delaying the dinner for

an hour to allow more time. Dinner will be at 8:30, the signing at around
8:00, 7:30 to 8:00.

You will instruct your delegation immediately and we will instruct
our delegation immediately.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: Immediately.
Dr. Kissinger: On the protocol, we are accepting this in substance

but we want the two delegations to work out the precise language and
editorial language.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: But we proceed on the basis that only
language is involved.

Dr. Kissinger: We agree on the substance.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: I think we are going to instruct our

delegations in the same manner. We will cable the texts to our delega-
tions with the understanding that the texts are agreed and only lan-
guage is to be considered. I think there should be a time limit. What
time limit do you propose? Will you call Smith?

Dr. Kissinger: I have called Smith. He is crying bitterly, but he will
do what he is told.6
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“tentative agreement had been reached on outstanding issues, subject to editing by the
delegations in Helsinki” and that he should arrive in Moscow by 6:30 p.m. “If any sub-
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Foreign Minister Gromyko: About what is he crying?
Dr. Kissinger: About all the work he has to do and about other

things. But we will take care of it.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: What time should it be?
Dr. Kissinger: Tell them to be here at 6:30 with a completed text.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: Two texts, in English and Russian.
Dr. Kissinger: Yes.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: I would like to draw your attention

that there should be a statement on your part on the three submarines
[that you will not build].

Dr. Kissinger: I was going to raise this with you. I want to make
two points. First, we have no plans to build these submarines. Second,
if we make this a part of the agreement, even as a separate statement,
it will present us with major . . . it will compound our difficulties of
selling this in Congress. I am therefore suggesting that the President
write a letter to the General Secretary outside of the agreement and not
as part of the negotiations. And this is the proposed text. We would
keep a copy of it in the White House. [Hands over draft at Tab A (iden-
tical to letter as sent May 28).]7

Foreign Minister Gromyko: I will report this to Mr. Brezhnev, since
it involves his conversations with the President.

Dr. Kissinger: We will instruct our delegation to forget about this
assurance, and we will handle it here.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: I think all will go well.
Dr. Kissinger: And tell your delegation not to press for it.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: Yes.
Dr. Kissinger: Let us just review what we have to communicate to

our delegations, so there will be no misunderstanding.
We will communicate to them your Protocol and Article III, the

Protocol with the addition of the sentence we gave you yesterday on
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do the editing, hold a final meeting of the delegates, and make the flight to Moscow, I
had taken up this suggestion and proposed substantive changes. The expression ‘You
must be kidding’ came to mind when I read this contrived record of how Kissinger val-
ued the delegation’s judgment. And after two and a half years of SALT, this unreason-
able speed was made necessary because the Soviet leadership was now insisting that the
agreements had to be signed that day.” (Doubletalk, pp. 429–430)

7 The tabs are attached but not printed. Reference is a signed letter from Nixon to
Brezhnev stating that he would like to confirm what he had already told the General
Secretary: that the United States had no plans during the period of the 5-year freeze to
add to its present fleet of ballistic missile submarines. The President said he was refer-
ring specifically to the U.S. right under the agreement to replace its old Titan ICBMs
with SLBM submarines.
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the modern ballistic missiles. We will accept your definition of your
phrase on silo launchers, plus the word “significantly,” plus this
agreed interpretation of the word “significantly.” [Hands over text at
Tab B.]8

Is that all right?
Foreign Minister Gromyko: All right.
Dr. Kissinger: We will prepare the letter, but not at the ceremony.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: Right.
Dr. Kissinger: At the risk of being pedantic, let me check with you

all the texts we are sending to Helsinki [Tab C]. It will save us trouble
later.

First is the Joint Statement on Article III of the Treaty on Limita-
tion of ABM Systems, containing the 1300 kilometers—always subject
to editorial changes.

Number two, the statement that was in effect agreed upon by the
delegations on the dimensions of silo launchers, plus the joint inter-
pretive statement we have here (“will not be significantly increased”).

Number three, your text on dismantling, which you gave me the
other day.

Number four, your Article III plus the Protocol with the addition
of the sentence we agreed last night. Could I delete in your Protocol
the last paragraph which speaks of our agreement not to build the three
submarines? I don’t want the delegations to discuss it.

[The Russian side indicates no objection.]
I have only one other thing I want to raise. As I told you before,

we will have a very difficult time selling this in the U.S., and it is there-
fore absolutely essential that I give a press briefing this evening, either
before or after the signing.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: Afterwards.
Dr. Kissinger: I think it will be better to do it just before, with an

embargo.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: We have no objections. Preferably af-

terwards, though, and Zamyatin or Korniyenko will do it too.
Dr. Kissinger: We should do it before, because otherwise the press

will be so impatient they won’t wait for the briefing.
[Foreign Minister Gromyko goes out at 12:07.]
Deputy Chairman Smirnov: It is up to Minister Gromyko to 

decide.
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[Foreign Minister Gromyko returns at 12:12.]
Foreign Minister Gromyko: Can our delegation return here in your

plane?
Dr. Kissinger: Oh yes, I should have offered it to you. Certainly.
Ambassador Dobrynin: A concession!
Dr. Kissinger: If the plane is not big enough, we’ll leave Smith in

Helsinki.
Now, I have to ask your understanding. When I give this briefing,

I have to give arguments that make it look like a good agreement for
us, arguments that will appeal to our conservatives, hard-headed and
unsentimental.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: No comments.
Dr. Kissinger: I just want your leaders to understand.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: We approach this with understanding.
Dr. Kissinger: That’s all I ask.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: There should be no definitions in the

document of modern SLBM launchers.
Dr. Kissinger: Your proposal was withdrawn.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: Yes, that’s right.
Deputy Chairman Smirnov: There are so many cables, sometimes

I don’t keep up.
Dr. Kissinger: It is a good conclusion.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: I don’t know about Smith, but Se-

menov sends five-to-ten cables a day. I think they’re spending all their
time writing instead of thinking.

Dr. Kissinger: On the signature, should there be remarks, or no re-
marks like the other signings? When the President, and I assume Mr.
Brezhnev sign it, should there be remarks?

Foreign Minister Gromyko: It was not provided.
Dr. Kissinger: All right, no remarks.
I do want to say I think this is a very important milestone in the

relations between our two countries, and I am very proud to have had
the opportunity to work with you gentlemen on it.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: We are satisfied with the manner in
which business was conducted on your part, and we tried to recipro-
cate. They were really difficult and delicate matters we were working
on; specialist delegations have spent almost three years, as of this Au-
gust, on it. It is really a good end, a real milestone. [In English:] We are
substantially satisfied, even more than 15%!

Dr. Kissinger: [laughs] A really important milestone in interna-
tional relations, and in relations between our two countries.
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Communiqué

Dr. Kissinger: On the communiqué, we have two new formula-
tions, one on Europe and one on world disarmament; we have tried to
meet your concerns.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: Can we meet this afternoon on this,
before 3 o’clock?

Dr. Kissinger: Let’s say 2:15, or 2:00.
Here is your formulation on Europe. [Tab D]
Foreign Minister Gromyko: “Among the states of East and West

in Europe”? Better to say “among the European states.”
Dr. Kissinger: Yes. I am free all day tomorrow to work on the com-

muniqué. I will have Hillenbrand here with me tomorrow.
Ambassador Dobrynin: Good.
[Everyone gets up and shakes hands.]
Dr. Kissinger: When I get run out of Washington, I will want to

know whether I can get an advisory position in your Foreign Ministry.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: In our government? Of course!
Ambassador Dobrynin: He can be our American specialist!

282. Backchannel Message From the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger) to the Head of the
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks Delegation in Helsinki
(Smith)1

Moscow, May 26, 1972, 1000Z.

Hakto 40. 1. Tentative agreement reached on outstanding issues.
President and Brezhnev hope very much to sign agreement no later
than 8 p.m. tonight. You should arrive in Moscow by 1830. Semenov
is welcome to ride in your plane.

2. Following are agreed in principle subject to editing by you in
Helsinki. If any substantive point still deeply concerns you, please con-
tact us at once.2
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1 National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 427, Backchan-
nel Messages, 1972, SALT. Top Secret; Sensitive; Flash; Exclusively Eyes Only. Also sent
to Haig.

2 For Smith’s reaction, see footnote 6, Document 281.
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3. “Text of joint statement on Article III of the Treaty on the Lim-
itations of ABM Systems: The parties understand that the center of ABM
system deployment area centered on the national capital, and the cen-
ter of the ABM system deployment area wherein ICBM silo launchers
are located shall for each party be at a distance of no less than 1300
kilometres.

The American side will also make a unilateral statement to the ef-
fect that the center of the ABM system deployment area for ICBM silo
launchers in the USA will be located in the ICBM silo launchers de-
ployment area at Grand Forks, North Dakota.”

4. Following text agreed on silo-dimension:
“Text of the Joint Statement on the Prohibition of the Conversion

of Light ICBMs Into Heavy ICBMs:
The parties understand that in the process of modernization and

replacement the size of land based ICBM silo launchers will not be sig-
nificantly increased.”

5. In addition, following is agreed interpretive statement:
“The parties agree that the term ‘significantly increased’ means

that the increase will not be greater than 10–15 percent of the present
size of land-based ICBM silo launchers.”

6. Following is text of statement on dismantling:
“Text of the Joint Statement on Procedures for the Dismantling or

Destruction of Launchers for Older ICBM and Launchers of Older Sub-
marines: The dismantling or destruction of launchers for ICBMs of older
types constructed before 1964 and launchers for ballistic missiles of older
submarines being replaced by new launchers of modern submarines
shall start simultaneously with the beginning of sea-going tests of a sub-
marine intended as replacement and shall be completed within the short-
est possible agreed period of time. Such dismantling or destruction, as
well as timely notification thereof, shall be carried out in accordance with
procedures to be agreed in the standing consultative commission.”

7. On SLBMs, Soviet draft text of Article III follows, but already
sent you earlier.

“Text of Article III of the Interim Agreement on Certain Measures
With Respect To the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms:

The parties undertake to limit submarine-launched ballistic mis-
sile launchers and modern submarines with ballistic missiles to the
number operational and under construction on the date of signature
of this agreement, and also to launchers and submarines constructed
additionally, provided that their construction will be carried out in a
manner prescribed for the sides as replacements for equal numbers of
launchers for ICBMs of older types constructed before 1964, or launch-
ers of older submarines.”
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8. Protocol to interim agreement will be Soviet text sent you late
last night plus US additional sentence.

Note: Titan replacement question will not be included in protocol
and will be handled in other channels. Will explain later.

Text follows:
“The parties understand that in accordance with Article III of the

interim agreement, for the period during which this agreement remains
in force:

The USA may have not more than 710 submarine-launched bal-
listic missile launchers and not more than 44 modern submarines with
ballistic missile launchers. The Soviet Union may have not more than
950 submarine-launched ballistic missile launchers and not more than
62 modern submarines with ballistic missiles.

Additional submarine-launched ballistic missile launchers up to
the above mentioned levels for the U.S.A. 7 in excess of 656 nuclear
submarine-launched ballistic missile launchers and for the U.S.S.R.—
in excess of 740 nuclear submarine-launched ballistic missile launch-
ers, operational and under construction, may become operational 
as replacements for equal numbers of launchers for ICBMs of older
types constructed before 1964 or of ballistic missile launchers of older 
submarines.

Deployment of modern submarine-launched ballistic missiles on
any submarine, regardless of type, will be counted against the total
submarine-launched ballistic missiles permitted for the U.S. and the
USSR.

This protocol shall be regarded as an integral part of the interim
agreement.”

9. Believe these are all relevant texts available to us. Call on open
line if you have problems.

10. This entire package accepted by Gromyko this morning. Se-
myov will have Russian texts which we have not checked here.

11. Your help is much appreciated. President is very proud of ac-
complishment and your contribution.3
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3 In backchannel message Hakto 42 to Helsinki, May 26, Kissinger informed Smith
that the President and Brezhnev had definitely agreed to sign the SALT agreement that
night at 8 p.m. and wrote: “Don’t be bashful about making suggestions to the other side
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283. Memorandum of Conversation1

Moscow, May 26, 1972, 2:24–2:45 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Andrei A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR
Anatoli F. Dobrynin, Ambassador to USA
Georgi M. Korniyenko, Chief of USA Division, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Mr. Bratchikov, Interpreter

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Helmut Sonnenfeldt, NSC Senior Staff Member
Winston Lord, Special Assistant to Dr. Kissinger
Peter W. Rodman, NSC Staff (notetaker)

SUBJECT

Communiqué

Foreign Minister Gromyko: You had a second formulation?
Dr. Kissinger: I gave them both to you.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: No, you didn’t.
Dr. Kissinger: I wanted to keep you in suspense. [Hands over sen-

tence on world disarmament, Tab A]2 How many submarines do I get
for this?

Foreign Minister Gromyko: What does “this process” refer to?
Dr. Kissinger: It goes at the end of disarmament section.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: Generally it is all right.
On some matters, for example, Vietnam, the Middle East, what is

your idea? Perhaps we should say something in the line of unilateral
expositions. We will take this up tomorrow.

Dr. Kissinger: Tomorrow. The other evening your leaders made
some references about not being able to say something joint, but they
didn’t know whether the technique we used in China was suitable. 
We are prepared to say “The U.S. position is . . . ,” “The Soviet posi-
tion is . . .”

Foreign Minister Gromyko: Probably. But briefly.
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1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 73, Country Files, Europe, USSR, Mr. Kissinger’s Conversations in Moscow,
May 1972. Top Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. The meeting was held in St. Catherine’s Hall
at the Grand Kremlin Palace.

2 All brackets in the source text. The tabs are attached but not printed. Tab A reads:
“A World Disarmament Conference could play a role in this process at an appropriate
time.”
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Dr. Kissinger: Tomorrow, since there may be other discussions. On
SALT we need something. How will we handle it?

Foreign Minister Gromyko: Maybe you prepare something.
Dr. Kissinger: All right, tomorrow we will have something.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: We changed the phraseology. In the

paragraphs at the end, “Both sides emphasized . . . ,” we suggest mak-
ing a sentence, “Both sides proceed from the recognition of the role,
the responsibility and the prerogatives of other interested states, etc.”
So the first sentence of the last paragraph is covered. Now we go to
the last part.

Dr. Kissinger: “Both sides proceed from the recognition . . .” That
was a good change.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: Suppose we say, in the second phrase
of this paragraph, “These results show that in spite of differences be-
tween social systems in ideology, and in spite of differences in policy,
there are possibilities for development of mutually advantageous co-
operation in the interests of both countries, in the interests of strength-
ening international peace and security.” You have instead “a process
has begun that can affect not only the substance but the spirit of 
Soviet-American relations.”

Maybe ours is more solemn but we would prefer ours. A little more
prosaic.

Dr. Kissinger: It surprises me in a devotee of Tchaikovsky.
It’s not a matter of principle.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: Add it after the phrase “differences in

their policy.”
Dr. Kissinger: The only point I would make is that the way you

have it written it suggests that one of our policies is principled and the
other isn’t.

Ambassador Dobrynin: We accept yours; it stands. We just want
to add this in place of the phrase about “spirit.”

Dr. Kissinger: All right.
Ambassador Dobrynin: So we already accept 50%.
Dr. Kissinger: We will clean up the English. We will be giving you

a new text that has, I hope, only editorial changes.
We have again a purely stylistic change in the next paragraph

about regular consultations. We suggest “useful” or “desirable” instead
of “expedient,” because “expedient” has other connotations. “Useful”
is better.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: OK, “useful.”
Did you send everything needed to your delegation?
Dr. Kissinger: Yes.
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Foreign Minister Gromyko: We did too.
Dr. Kissinger: They’re working when they’re not rebelling. What

if they don’t finish today?
Foreign Minister Gromyko: It is not convenient [to have the sign-

ing] Sunday.
Dr. Kissinger: What about after Leningrad Saturday?3

Foreign Minister Gromyko: It is not convenient.
Dr. Kissinger: All right. I will give a briefing tonight. You won’t

be the same afterward.
The only other change is “The Soviet leaders accepted the invita-

tion.” It sounds less abstract.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: I will look through it, and if I see any

problem we will take it up tomorrow.
Dr. Kissinger: Mr. Foreign Minister, we have put the communiqué

into better English. We have not made any substantive—at least it 
wasn’t intended to make any substantive changes. [Hands over text at
Tab B.]

Foreign Minister Gromyko: Does it have today’s changes?
Dr. Kissinger: No.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: Give it to us later [hands it back].
Dr. Kissinger: You’ll have it in the course of the afternoon, 4:00,

4:30. We’ll send it to your office before 5:00 p.m.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: All right. I will see Mr. Brezhnev now.
Dr. Kissinger: We will meet tomorrow and go over the commu-

niqué and principles.
Ambassador Dobrynin: You omitted one paragraph of the principles.
Dr. Kissinger: Not intentionally. Show me.
Well, we will have Hillenbrand here tomorrow. I think it’s better

to have State comments on the communiqué and principles.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: Hm?
Dr. Kissinger: All right? In case he has any questions.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: All right. All right.
Dr. Kissinger: You let me know tomorrow when we will meet.
Ambassador Dobrynin: If I’m not mistaken, the sentence omitted

dealt with exchange of contacts, etc.
Dr. Kissinger: I assure you it’s a typing error.
[The meeting then adjourned.]
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284. Memorandum of Conversation1

Moscow, May 26, 1972, 3:10–5:40 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Leonid I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU
Nikolai V. Podgorny, Chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the 

USSR
Aleksey N. Kosygin, Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR
Andrey A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs
Anatoliy F. Dobrynin, Soviet Ambassador to the USA
Andrei M. Aleksandrov-Agentov, Assistant to the General Secretary
Viktor M. Sukhodrev, Interpreter
Mr. Gavilov, Notetaker

The President
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Peter W. Rodman, NSC Staff, Notetaker

SUBJECT

The Middle East

Secretary Brezhnev: Did your wife enjoy the ballet?2

The President: Oh, everybody is raving about it. It was so good it
almost spoils everything else. We both like the theater, and classical
theater much better than modern.

Secy. Brezhnev: Was that your first visit to the Bolshoi?
The President: Yes.
Secy. Brezhnev: It’s cozy and impressive. And how is Dr. Kissinger?

Has he been thinking, as usual?
The President: I don’t know, I never see him.
Secy. Brezhnev: He should be kept under constant surveillance.
Dr. Kissinger: Your Foreign Minister is watching me all the time.
The President: He hasn’t been sleeping much.
Secy. Brezhnev: And nobody knows where he really spends his

time.
The President: I haven’t asked his secretary.
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1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 487, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, The President’s Conversations in Salzburg, Moscow, Tehran, and War-
saw, May 1972, Part 2. Top Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. The meeting was held in Gen-
eral Secretary Brezhnev’s Office in the Kremlin. According to the President’s Daily Diary,
the meeting was from 3:15 to 5:40 p.m. (Ibid., White House Central Files)

2 The evening of May 25 the Presidential party attended a gala performance of Swan
Lake at the Bolshoi Theatre as the guests of Kosygin and Podgorny.
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Chairman Podgorny: He has a secretary? She is the one to ask.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: I must speak in defense of Kissinger.
Secy. Brezhnev: [to Gromyko]:3 You and Kissinger have had a long

and dubious record of contacts. [to the President]: And how are you
generally? Do you get time for rest?

The President: I’m fine. There is not much time for rest. Like the
General Secretary and his colleagues, this takes priority. I have to call
Washington about programs—the welfare program, the tax program,
all domestic programs. This takes up the morning.

Secy. Brezhnev: Since that is so, we must all take care to save our
time. Let us now begin on substantive matters. We should proceed as
closely as possible to the program worked out by Kissinger and
Gromyko. On the list of fairly acute problems we should take up, we
have the Middle East. And perhaps we can say a few words on Korea
and Cuba. At the dinner we had, I said that the Middle East is a diffi-
cult problem for us both.4 We proceed from the assumption that re-
gardless of the complexity of problems we must make efforts to find
solutions to the problems. It is not worthy of states simply to make ref-
erence to the complexity of problems. I think we should note at the
outset, and perhaps take as a basis, that both you and we as Perma-
nent Members of the UN Security Council adopted in concert the well-
known Resolution of November 22, 1967,5 that calls for the Israeli in-
vaders to vacate Arab territory they have occupied. You are aware that
our attitude toward the UN and the Security Council is one of respect.
If we allow anyone on the outside to feel we are in any measure ig-
noring that important world organization and aren’t doing our utmost
to defend the organization, that means we would be discrediting that
organization. And particularly during this summit, even the slightest
lack of clarity about our position on the UN would have a most seri-
ous negative effect on the world.

But the fact is that though much time has elapsed, Israel is still not
showing any signs of implementing the Security Council Resolution.
As of this moment, we might appear to some people to be taking an
indifferent stand toward this attitude of Israel toward the Security
Council Resolution. Whatever words or speeches we make or letters
we exchange or statements we make, reasoning through the science of
logic, I feel that is the way things look. There are, of course, and quite
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naturally, different attitudes on the part of Israel and the Arabs to the
position taken by us both. Israel is very pleased with the situation; the
Arabs are evincing legitimate indignation. It is impossible not to say
that practically all of the states of the world are taking a negative not
a positive view of the existing situation.

We are quite sure you are familiar with the situation in that part
of the world. We should both proceed from the fact that the situation
is explosive [opasno]. If you take the Arab World and Israel as an area,
you will see that in this comparatively small part of the world there
are now concentrated over a million troops. If we add to that the feel-
ings of wrath, and other moral factors of no small importance, we
would be right in taking a serious view of this in our discussion. Un-
less some joint efforts are made, it is hard to visualize what direction
developments may take. No one can really foresee, unless such efforts
are made, how the situation will end.

We would suggest that we should place at the very basis of our
discussion all these factors, and proceeding from them we should try
to find a solution capable of bringing a settlement in the interests of
all countries in the area, without privileges or advantages for any coun-
try. One can easily imagine how highly our efforts would be valued all
over the world if that solution could guarantee peace and tranquility
in the region. Our prestige would certainly grow.

If you agree with me, Mr. President, we could begin discussions
on this basis, which in our view is the only correct one. There has been
a copious exchange of communications between us on this, official and
confidential, and we would welcome any observations you may have.

The President: The difficulty is to find a permanent solution, which
we can sell to both sides. It is there that we need to find some differ-
ent formula from what we’ve considered up to date. The UN Resolu-
tion, which we also support, would seem to offer such a formula, but
in view of the difficulties that have occurred, the Israelis insist on some
guarantee for their own defense. They will not agree to total with-
drawal [as required by the Resolution]6 unless there are guarantees for
their defense.

Another problem: As arms are poured into that area by both sides,
the chances for conflict are increased. I know the Soviet Union has
shown restraint in this respect, and we’ve tried to show some restraint,
despite congressional pressures. Foreign Minister Gromyko discussed
this with us and displayed the Soviet interest in trying to cut the arms
flow in this area.
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As I pointed out to Prime Minister Kosygin last night, the Middle
East, while not in the immediate sense as urgent a problem as Viet-
nam, in the long term is much more serious because it involves a po-
tential conflict of our vital interests, those of the US, the USSR and other
nations in the Mediterranean.7

I know there is an assumption that it’s impossible for any Amer-
ican President to be reasonable about the Middle East because of the
political situation in the US. I emphasized that that is not a consider-
ation which will influence me in my decision in this matter. But we
face here a very difficult practical problem. You may believe you have
difficulties with some of your friends in the area; our ability to influ-
ence the Israelis, particularly since they’ve been so successful in their
wars up to this point, is very limited. And I would further point out
that, looking at it in a practical sense, if the US is tied totally to Israel
and the Soviet Union has its relations with most of Israel’s neighbors
better than the US, this is certainly not in our interest.

I say these things only to indicate that it is our desire—because we
believe it is in our interest and because I believe it is in the long-term
interests of Israel itself—to use our influence to bring about a perma-
nent settlement. The problem is to find a formula which both sides will
accept. Up to now we haven’t been able to find that formula.

We had thought at one time that the specific wording of the UN
Resolution—which requires not total withdrawal but withdrawal to se-
cure and recognized borders—might provide a formula, but neither
side has been willing to be reasonable to find a formula.

I think the attitude of the Soviet Union has been very construc-
tive. When Mr. Gromyko reported to me that if the other circumstances
worked out the Soviet Union would be willing to withdraw its mili-
tary forces—as distinct from advisers—(I haven’t worked out the whole
details) that was very constructive. But that requires something from
Israel that they simply have not done.

To put it very simply, our ties with Israel poison our relations with
Israel’s major neighbors—with the UAR, Syria and many others in the
Moslem world who side against Israel.

Now we have prepared a paper on this matter which I will sub-
mit to the General Secretary and his colleagues, in response to one that
you have prepared. I would not suggest that this is a paper that will
solve the problem, but it does indicate our thinking at this point.
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I simply want to close by saying that I have determined that the
interests of the United States are being very seriously damaged by the
continuation of the Arab-Israeli conflict. I favor action in any form to—
not to end it, but to cool it. The only question really open to us for tac-
tics is how and when can we move to act. If we can discuss these tac-
tics and find a formula, we may be able to make a breakthrough.

I had thought that one approach might be to try an interim meas-
ure at this time, to make some progress. But I’ve been reading Dr.
Kissinger’s conversations with the General Secretary and Foreign Min-
ister in Moscow,8 and as I understand the Soviet position, you must
have a total understanding on the final settlement before an interim
step. To reach a total understanding at this time, for example, on this
day, would be extremely difficult.

Secy. Brezhnev: Mr. President, to make myself absolutely clear, you
are correct in recalling our conversations with Dr. Kissinger, we did
not rule out all interim arrangements altogether, namely the clearing
of the Suez Canal, the crossing of Egyptian forces to the other side, etc.
But the agreement is in the final package. Certainly if you have a final
settlement all at once, you don’t need an interim solution at all. So I
said we should reach some understanding on the final settlement and
could then proceed to an interim solution, having in mind the final
goal.

The President: There is another problem. I will be asked on my re-
turn what, if anything, was decided secretly on the Arab-Israeli prob-
lem. There will be questions from many sides, the Congress, etc. But I
believe we could discuss where we feel we should come out; on that
point, as I said, we have prepared our principles here which respond
to yours.

I suggest we hand you this. It’s in reply to the paper you gave to
us. You could study it, we could come back to it Sunday or Monday.
Obviously if we don’t finish it now, we could finish it in the special
channel.

I simply want to assure all concerned that I feel very strongly that
the issue has to be settled. We are not in a position to settle it today
because frankly we’re not in a position to deliver the Israelis on any-
thing so far proposed. But we simply cannot allow that festering sore
to continue. It is dangerous to us both—frankly it is more dangerous
to us than to you.
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Henry, is there anything you want to add? [The President then
hands over the US draft of “Basic Provisions for a Final Settlement in
the Middle East,” at Tab A.]9

Dr. Kissinger: The paper covers exactly the same points in your
paper [the Soviet proposal of April 22 in Moscow],10 and states our po-
sition on those points. We propose to see to what extent they can be
reconciled in further discussions over the summer.

Secy. Brezhnev: The difficulty, of course, Mr. President, is that we
don’t know the content of this because it is in English. So I suggest some
break before we can return to the matter. But that is not the crux of the
matter. By the gist of your remarks, I see a certain element of hopeless-
ness in your judgment. I don’t think we should be so pessimistic and
balk at taking active steps. As I see it, you are saying we are up against
a blank wall. Both should see it as an explosive situation.

Chairman Kosygin: Mr. President, I have just one question. How-
ever much we discuss this matter, we still come back to the basic point,
which is the question, Will Israel vacate the territories it has occupied
or not? With full guarantees that the old frontiers will not be violated
and that Israel as a state will be recognized by all Arab nations. This
means under all conditions, Israel will come out from this conflict with
advantages not disadvantages. Because Israel will then have come out
of the conflict having achieved the goals it set before the conflict. Its
goals will be met. Unless both sides take steps to prevent this conflict,
matters can get out of hand, despite our best efforts.

The President: I don’t want to leave the impression I consider the
situation hopeless. As a matter of fact, I am only raising a problem of
timing, which is now difficult for us, if we are to affect the Israelis. As
Dr. Kissinger will tell you, I have emphasized on occasion after occa-
sion that I will not allow political considerations to influence our de-
cision. We are interested in the survival of Israel and so forth, but we
are also interested in developing good ties with Israel’s neighbors. We
want a fair settlement, a fast settlement. The Prime Minister is correct
to describe withdrawal to secure and recognized borders as the main
issue. The question is how to make it happen when. That is what this
discussion is aimed at trying to find.

Chairman Kosygin: But where do you see the possibility for us
both to join our efforts to achieve the settlement?

The President: I think both of us would have a great problem if
we were to join in any kind of arrangement that was not approved by
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those we represent on both sides. While the two great nations, the So-
viet Union and the United States, can and must play a major role in
pressing the parties to reach a settlement and having discussions, and
have a role in guaranteeing a settlement, there is a problem if we were
to try to determine what this settlement should be. For us to attempt
at this time to impose a settlement on Israel would be an insurmount-
able problem.

For example, before we came here we talked to representatives of
the Israel government just as you talked to the UAR. Perhaps Dr.
Kissinger can give you a rundown of what we find, of what is practi-
cal and what is not practical.

Secy. Brezhnev: We would not object to that, but if I might make
a few observations first.

The President: Sure
Secy. Brezhnev: We want you to understand, Mr. President, we are

not imagining that we are meeting here to write out the text of an agree-
ment between the Arab states and Israel, a text we can hand to them
and say “There’s the text, now you have to sign.” That is not what we
mean. We feel we can cooperate to act on the basis of the Security Coun-
cil Resolution and work out the principles that could be achieved. We
are not saying something has to be done today, or tomorrow, or the
day after. But as important major powers, we can make an effort so
that both sides can reach tranquillity on the basis of guaranteeing the
interests of all states. We can talk about a peaceful settlement in the re-
gion on the basis of the Security Council Resolution and can act in ac-
cord with one another. This doesn’t mean we want to impede the ties
of the US to any of the states in the region. Of course, we cannot de-
prive you of the right to have good and normal relations with coun-
tries like Syria, Egypt and Iraq just as you can’t deprive us of the right.
Each state in the region is entitled to have good and normal relations
with any state.

What we want is to put an end to the hot bed, to get the respect
of all.

Chairman Kosygin: It is also wrong to say you are representing
one side and we another. We seek to find a solution fair to all parties.

Secy. Brezhnev: We’re not assuming we can inscribe into some joint
document, for example, a joint communiqué, that “On Friday we can
do something on the Middle East, on Saturday this, or Sunday that,
etc.” But we can endeavor to find ways to act in accord, in order to se-
cure an agreed settlement. If we start injecting irrelevant elements into
our thinking, we won’t get very far. Because on both sides we could
talk about US military aid to Israel and ours to the Arabs. It would get
us nowhere. What we must do is act on the basis of the Security Coun-
cil Resolution, in full accord with the parties concerned.
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Chairman Kosygin: If we acted as representatives of the two sides,
we would quickly find between ourselves the same problems that now
divide the Arabs and Israel. What we want, as Comrade Brezhnev has
correctly put it, is to bring about a solution to this problem, which has
in many ways been artificially created and to which we think there is
a basis for solution, a solution to this festering sore.

Secy. Brezhnev: It is well known that your ties with these coun-
tries in the economic and other fields are of longer standing than ours.
We don’t buy oil, or have concessions, or important business interests.
The only thing we lay claim to is the establishment of peace in the Mid-
dle East and we certainly don’t wish to deprive you of your ties. It is
wrong of you to be under that misapprehension. We should conduct
our discussions on this topic as on others—in a frank and open spirit.
We should discuss one underlying topic—how to bring peace with jus-
tice for all the parties, naturally including Israel. We supported the
founding of Israel and voted for it. We stand by that.

The President: [interrupting the translation]: And many Israel lead-
ers are proud of their Russian background.

Secy. Brezhnev: But even that wasn’t our main consideration. We
favored Israel as an independent state. If we severed diplomatic rela-
tions, it was only as a token of our indignation at Israel’s aggression.
We are certainly in favor of Israel’s being secure as a state, and of join-
ing in giving guarantees.

Chairman Podgorny: Even when the Arabs were overcome by bel-
ligerence, when there were utterances that Israel should be liquidated
as a state, we said plainly to Nasser that this stand ran counter to our
position and our ideology. We told him we favored the constitution of
Israel as a state. Nasser withdrew the slogan of the destruction of Is-
rael as a state, and he went on to say he accepted the existence of Is-
rael as a state.

Secy. Brezhnev: You are right in believing we would participate in
providing Israel with guarantees of its secure existence. But at the same
time, the other states in the region should have equally strong guar-
antees against a repetition of aggression.

Both of us have the necessary strength and rights to reach an un-
derstanding. We could reach an understanding on what could be our
final goals, on what we could come out and say openly. We could reach
an understanding on the timing of what could be done. But if we both
say we have one general goal but don’t want to talk of methods, then
the entire thing is placed in doubt.

We made a good agreement at the start to talk in a frank, forth-
right and honest way. This was a wonderful agreement; it makes for
better mutual understanding. In this context, our discussion on this
subject has a particular importance. There are in the world today many
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who are eager to depict the confrontation as not between Israel and
Arabs but between the Soviet Union and the US. I’m sure you under-
stand our words. Israel is the aggressor, not the US or USSR. But many
seek to depict it as a war between us. If we gloss over this, Israel will
stay in the shade, and the whole question of the Security Council Res-
olution will be clouded over, but there will be a cold war and con-
frontation between our two nations.

On the position of the Soviet Government, let me say a couple of
words. Comrade Podgorny signed a treaty with Egypt.11 It was not a
military treaty but a treaty of friendship and collaboration. There is no
clause calling for military intervention. This is the best reflection of the
true position of the Soviet Union.

We should talk with frankness and forthrightness. We should talk
about where we want to go. The physical registering [of our accord],
of course, is another matter. The political position in the US is clear,
and we are perfectly willing to take electoral circumstances in the US
into account.

Our position in the Middle East is not offensive. As you know, the
[formal] time limits of the ceasefire have long since passed without any
firing. That was not without our influence.

Chairman Podgorny: We’re urged restraint on all countries.
Chairman Kosygin: The restraining position taken by the Soviet

Union is the basis of the whole peace.
The President: Let me remind you frankly of the method I think

we ought to follow. It is okay to write this down, but it could be very
embarrassing to others in our government.

Secy. Brezhnev: We won’t write it.
The President: It is okay to write it; it is important in order to un-

derstand it.
First, the ceasefire was a public operation. But actions since then

in the public forum have been a miserable flop. I don’t mean that our
Secretary of State and Assistant Secretary of State Sisco haven’t worked
hard, but this issue is so inflamed, it will not be settled by debating it
in the UN and by each side’s firing verbal broadsides at each other and
exchanging papers. What we must do is continue to have these public
movements, to cool the situation as much as possible, and to avoid the
breaking of the ceasefire.

But, to be very frank, the way the issue will be settled—and that’s
why we have this meeting, is for the US and Soviet Union privately

1136 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV

11 Reference is to the Soviet-Egyptian Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation signed
on May 27, 1971.

491-761/B428-S/60006

1240_A68-A72  10/31/06  12:05 PM  Page 1136



and with discretion to use their influence to bring the parties together
to make a settlement. We must be careful because both sides, Israel and
the Arabs, are very sensitive if they feel the big powers are seeking to
impose a settlement.

But putting it cold turkey, if you continue to help the UAR and
we continue to help Israel, there won’t be a settlement; there will be a
war. And we know that while we aren’t directly involved, it will in-
volve us. In 1967 it required Mr. Kosygin to come to the UN.12

What I am prepared to do is this: I am prepared to have Kissinger
as my special representative. He knows more about it than anyone else.
Let me be very candid. We talk about religion. Kissinger is supposed
to be Jewish—but he’s an American. I’m a Quaker, but I know you
think I am warlike. As an aside, between our friends on the Soviet side,
I’m a Quaker first, like my mother. The point is that Kissinger has the
total confidence of the Israeli government and the Israeli Ambassador
who Dobrynin knows is very influential with the Israeli government.
I propose that Kissinger and Dobrynin talk in the special channel on
the basis of your paper and our paper, to see if we can set a time. By
September, after the conventions are over—at the latest by September—
we can try to get to the nutcutting part of the problem. (I don’t know
if that will translate!)13

Dr. Kissinger: The question is whose are being cut.
The President: By then, if we have something, Kissinger can come

here, or Gromyko can come to the U.S. I think the achievement of a
settlement is of the highest importance.

It may be necessary to take two bites of the apple—one in Sep-
tember, one afterward. The important thing is to get a general under-
standing in principle on where we want to go.

Let me add one other thing. I consider the matter so important
that if the General Secretary and his colleagues want to send a mes-
sage to me, I will discuss it directly with Dobrynin—if it’s a matter that
requires my attention.

Candidly, we can’t settle it before the election, but after that we
can make progress, in a fair way.

Secy. Brezhnev: Mr. President, I and my colleagues have listened
with great attention to all you have said. We agree it is important to
reach an understanding on time limits on when we can reach certain
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things and do certain things. The questions of form and methods too
are important. It is also important that you are prepared to look per-
sonally into it whenever it is required.

But there is another important matter. You say we should make
efforts to bring both sides together. That is correct in general. But we
should have clear in our minds what are the principles on which there
shall be a solution. If we don’t, we won’t know where we want to go.
If we do have agreed principles, then it doesn’t matter if we have to
wait several months before taking certain steps. We can wait some
months, then act vigorously. Also, of course, whatever we do, the
bedrock foundation of what we do should be the decision of the Se-
curity Council. Otherwise the sides might never agree.

Chairman Podgorny: This is especially necessary in view of the
tense situation in the area, where tensions may some times get out of
hand.

Secy. Brezhnev: Of course, apart from the basic principles, it is nec-
essary also to meet the concern of both the Israelis and Arab states for
their security; that is we should also look at some point into the way the
security of all states can be guaranteed. This can all be overcome. We can
consider demilitarized zones, UN personnel, guarantees secured by the
Security Council or the great powers. So if we succeed in giving guar-
antees as strong as that . . . But these are all details we shouldn’t talk 
about now, not until we reach agreement on basic principles.

[Dr. Kissinger is called out of the room.]
The President: The best procedure is this. We can’t decide it now.

We will work on the problem through the Kissinger–Dobrynin chan-
nel, and contacts directly to the extent they are desired, and try to find
a solution.

Secy. Brezhnev: Mr. President, can you tell us three—we can kick
the others out to smoke outside—what are the basic principles of a set-
tlement? To secure complete confidence, we can put the interpreter in
prison for a year in a comfortable cell!

Dr. Kissinger: [returning] May I interrupt? It is a problem about
SALT about the signature. [The President and Dr. Kissinger confer.]

Secy. Brezhnev: Kissinger always has to throw another compli-
cated problem into your lap.

Dr. Kissinger: It is a problem about the signature of the Treaty.
Secy. Brezhnev: Dr. Kissinger agreed with us to have the signing

tomorrow.
Dr. Kissinger: Our problem is that the delegation may not get here

until 8:00 p.m. Mr. Gromyko was wondering whether to have the sign-
ing after the dinner.

Chairman Kosygin: They haven’t left Helsinki yet?
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Dr. Kissinger: Mr. Gromyko is checking now.14

Chairman Kosygin: Part of the problem is TV coverage.
The President: No. The damn delegation has a piston plane, which

takes 21⁄2 hours. Television is all the same. It is not prime time in any event.
The President: I have an idea to suggest to the General Secretary.

You know we had moved the dinner back an hour. If convenient, we
should move the dinner to where it was in the first instance, 7:30, and
then immediately after dinner, drive back here for the signing.

Chairman Podgorny: Right.
Secy. Brezhnev: Agreed.
For. Min. Gromyko: So far it’s not the text that’s being handed over

to the Press, just the announcement.
Secy. Brezhnev: Then in the toasts we make, we could say that

agreement has been reached.
The President: We could say that because of that we are making

the toasts very brief.
Chairman Kosygin: Will you be reading your toast?
The President: No. We’d better go. Could we meet again Monday?15

Secy. Brezhnev: Yes. We have our draft of today’s announcement
of these meetings.

Sukhodrev: [reading] “On May 26, talks continued in the Kremlin
between L.I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of the CC CPSU; N.V. Pod-
gorny, Chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR;
A.N. Kosygin, Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR; and
Richard Nixon, President of the USA. They concluded the discussion of
the question of strategic arms limitation and agreed to sign the agree-
ment on that question. There was also an exchange of views on certain
international problems. As at previous meetings and discussions, the ex-
change of views proceeded in a constructive businesslike atmosphere.”

The President: Fine.
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285. Memorandum of Conversation1

May 26, 1972, 7:15–7:20 p.m.

SUBJECT

Conversation Between the President and Chairman Kosygin

In a brief conversation with Kosygin just before dinner, Kosygin
told the President that both sides had reached complete agreement on
the lend-lease matter, including a schedule of payments and the prin-
cipal amount, but that the United States insistance on 51⁄2% per annum
would increase the total amount of repayment from $500 million to
$914 million, almost $1 billion.2 He said that he could not in good faith
report to his Council of Ministers (of whom there were about 90) and
justify such a high figure. He stressed that he would not want to pres-
sure the President, that if this problem was not settled during the cur-
rent meeting, the Soviet Union would not be the loser. In fact, it might
be possible that this loan would continue to be carried on the books of
the US for some ten more years but eventually it would be written off
just like the debts of the Czarist Russian Government had been writ-
ten off. The President said he would discuss this matter with his ad-
visors and that we would do what we could.3

1140 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970–73, POL US–USSR. Secret;
Nodis. Drafted by William D. Krimer, Interpreter (ACDA) on May 27. The meeting was
held in the U.S. Embassy in Moscow.

2 In telegram Secto 32 from Moscow, May 26, Secretary Rogers transmitted a mes-
sage to Assistant Secretary of State for Economic Affairs Willis C. Armstrong in Wash-
ington describing the respective U.S. and Soviet positions on a lend-lease settlement fol-
lowing a 2-hour meeting with Kosygin that day. Rogers stated that the basic difference
between the two sides was obviously the wide-spread between the interest rate the
United States wanted and that which the Soviets were willing to pay. He said Kosygin
had stressed his lack of flexibility on this point but said he would consult his colleagues
and suggested that they consult with the President. (Ibid., Nixon Presidential Materials,
NSC Files, Kissinger Office Files, Box 73, Country Files, Europe, USSR, Moscow Sum-
mit, Economic Commission)

3 In telegram Tosec 135 to Moscow, May 27, Armstrong responded that a settle-
ment along the lines of $500 million with interest at 2 to 3 percent was the sort envis-
aged by those in charge of lend-lease at the end of the war, and wrote: “To drive a harder
bargain now than we would have sought at the end of the war is not reasonable for the
United States and acceptance is not feasible for the USSR.” Armstrong pointed out that
the fact that they did not reach agreement promptly at the end of the war was some-
thing for which both governments shared responsibility. (Ibid., Country Files, Box 719,
Europe, USSR, Vol. XXII, May 1972) The same day, in telegram Tohak 204 from the Sit-
uation Room, Secretary of Commerce Peter G. Peterson advised Kissinger to remember
the important domestic point that the first lend-lease payment must start either before
or at the same time as credits were actually granted to the Soviet Union to meet the ob-
vious question of why grant new credits when the Soviets were not paying their old
debts. (Ibid., Box 480, President’s Trip Files, President’s Moscow, Iran, Poland, Austria
Trip. May–Jun 72, TOHAK (File No. 2), Situation Room [Part 2])
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286. Editorial Note

On the evening of May 26, 1972, from 7:30 to 9:30 p.m., General
Secretary Brezhnev was President Nixon’s guest for dinner at the U.S.
Embassy in Moscow. The two briefly discussed a number of issues, the
most important of which was China. The President asked Brezhnev
what he thought of Mao, and Brezhnev replied that Mao had assumed
the stature of a living god and completely removed himself from pub-
lic view. Referring to himself and Nixon as Europeans, Brezhnev said
that it was very difficult for Europeans to really know what was go-
ing on in the minds of the Chinese leaders. Nixon noted that China
was a factor that both of their countries would have to continue to deal
with because of its large population and potential. Brezhnev said that
the Soviet Union was maintaining some sort of relations with China.
Trade had increased recently and economic delegations were visiting
each other’s countries, but overall relations were not what they should
be.

The President commented that the Vietnam problem would have
disappeared by the middle of next year, and that U.S.-Soviet relations
would undoubtedly have improved as a result of the accords reached
at this summit. He said it would be good if Brezhnev could visit the
United States sometime during May or early June of next year. Brezh-
nev said he would very much like to visit the United States and see as
much of it as possible. Nixon said that he was sure Brezhnev would
have a good reception. He noted that the Great Alliance during World
War II had been particularly effective because of the direct contacts
maintained between Roosevelt, Churchill, and Stalin and said he
thought he and Brezhnev should also keep in touch with each other
by using a private channel. Brezhnev agreed.

The President and Brezhnev both expressed great satisfaction that
agreement on SALT had been reached and that the treaty and agree-
ment would be signed at 11:00 p.m. that evening. Nixon noted that this
was just a first step and said that by the time Brezhnev visited the
United States next year, there might be a follow-up agreement to sign.
(Memorandum of conversation; National Archives, Nixon Presidential
Materials, NSC Files, Box 487, President’s Trip Files, The President’s
Conversations is Salzburg, Moscow, Tehran, and Warsaw, May 1972,
Part 2)

In his diary entry for May 26, White House Chief of Staff H.R.
Haldeman also recorded the events of that historic evening: “Shoved
the dinner along as fast as possible, and ended up getting it over by
just a little after 10:30. So the P wasn’t in too bad shape in getting back
for the [SALT] signing ceremony, and it was held just a few min-
utes after 11:00, with everybody getting a great feeling of the historic
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nature of the occasion. The problem, however, was Ziegler caught me
on the way into the signing, said we had real trouble because things
had gone astray at the presigning briefing, with K and Gerry Smith,
and that was the thing that had him concerned. Turns out that 
Smith came into the briefing, sort of took over from K and blew the
answers on several of the items, creating totally the wrong impression,
and had K right up the wall as a result. I got over to K during the sign-
ing ceremony, and under great strain, convinced him, sort of, that he
ought to go back and do another briefing right after the signing. But
we had the problem of him refusing to do it with Gerry Smith on the
platform. . . .

“After the signing, while we were waiting for Henry to go over, I
spent about 45 minutes pacing up and down the halls of our quarters,
trying to calm Henry down, as he was ranting, raving, and cursing
Rogers and Smith. He had learned from [the President’s Assistant for
International Economic Policy] Pete Flanigan that Rogers had ordered
Smith and (negotiator Paul) Nitze to stay on Henry’s heels at all times,
and under no circumstances allow Henry to have a press conference
of any kind out of their presence. So that’s why Smith had come into
the thing. The more Henry and I talked, the more it became apparent
to me that the problem was more psychological than real. . . . As we
were waiting, the P called Henry and asked him to come in. Henry told
me that he was so mad that he didn’t think he should see the P, and
would I please go in and handle the thing, so I did, told the P what
the problem was. He, of course, was quite disturbed too. . . . The more
he thought about it, the madder he got, and in the middle of that dis-
cussion, Henry walked in, reviewed the thing in more livid detail for
the P, and the P told me to call Bill Rogers. Tell him that Ziegler was
outraged by Smith’s conduct at the briefing, that he was an utter dis-
aster, that you’re to shut him up, he’s to do no more briefings without
the express permission of the P, or he’s fired. I said, ‘You know what
good will that accomplish,’ the P said, ‘I guess you’re right, it won’t
accomplish anything, so forget it.’ Then he brooded for a few minutes,
picked up the phone himself asked for Rogers, said ‘I’ll call him’ and
hung it up. Then he said when he calls back, you take it, and tell him
what I just said. . . . In any event, I talked to Rogers, who was quite
surprised by the whole thing, but did make the point to him that only
Henry was to do the briefing, and that’s the way it was to go. So that
night, as far as I was concerned, ended at about 1:00 or a little after. I
went back to bed. P went to bed, but said Henry is to wake him when
he got back, which was, apparently, at about 2:00, and fill him in on
how the briefing went. Apparently it went extremely well, so things got
back on the track later on.” (The Haldeman Diaries: Multimedia Edition)

In his memoirs Kissinger described Smith arriving that night at
the Embassy “enraged to the point of incoherence—and not without
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reason” after suffering the indignity of having no American car pick
him up (because Soviet officials had denied them entry) and having no
American greet him. Kissinger wrote that “there [was] no question but
that Smith deserved better,” but added: “Wounded pride and rage were
so ill-concealed that he nearly turned the briefing into a shambles.”
Kissinger recalled interrupting his presentation to take Smith into an
ante-room to try to calm him down after Smith had grumbled that he
did not know exactly what the treaty contained. He wrote that Smith
followed his [Kissinger’s] explanation of the general principles of the
agreement with “a brief analysis of its provisions that made up in de-
tailed precision what it lacked in passionate advocacy.” (White House
Years, page 1243) Smith recalled that after Kissinger introduced him as
the one who had conducted the SALT negotiations and was in the best
position to go through the details of the agreement, he set out its pro-
visions in general terms, following which the press questions focused
on the submarine limitations. He recorded that later, back at the Krem-
lin, Kissinger whispered, “What were you trying to do, cause a panic?”
Smith wrote that he didn’t know what Kissinger was talking about
since his “press conference statements did not warrant any such histri-
onics.” He put it down to Kissinger’s fatigue, but noted that Kissinger
did not want any more help with the press from him. (Doubletalk, pages
435–438)

In his memoirs Nixon wrote: “The major achievement of Summit
I was the agreement covering the limitation of strategic arms. The ABM
treaty stopped what inevitably would have become a defensive arms
race, with untold billions of dollars being spent on each side for more
and more ABM coverage. The other major effect of the ABM treaty was
to make permanent the concept of deterrence through ‘mutual terror’:
by giving up missile defenses, each side was leaving its population and
territory hostage to a strategic missile attack. Each side therefore had
an ultimate interest in preventing a war that could only be mutually
destructive.” He added: “The Interim Agreement froze the levels of
strategic missiles to those then actually existing or under construction.
Under this agreement, the United States gave up nothing, because we
had no programs that were affected by the freeze. The Soviets, how-
ever, had a substantial missile deployment program under way. . . . had
it continued, it would have put us increasingly at a disadvantage in
numbers of missiles and would almost certainly have forced us into a
costly building program just to maintain the then-current ratios.” (RN:
Memoirs, pages 617–618) In his final evaluation of SALT I, Smith wrote:
“In spite of our having been kept away from Moscow and the fact that
our views, when solicited, had been only partially accepted, we felt
that the agreements—especially the ABM Treaty—were solid accom-
plishments. . . . Could a better settlement have been reached? The only
significant issue in my judgment that was considered at Moscow was
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the definition of a heavy missile. Any definition that the United States
would have agreed to would have stopped several important Soviet
ICBM/MIRV programs. I now believe now that there was no chance
that the Soviets would have agreed to stop those programs in order to
get an interim freeze under which U.S. MIRV programs would pro-
ceed. When the President did not succeed in this aim, he had the im-
plicit choice to end SALT (including abandoning the ABM Treaty) or
to make the best of it by accepting a freeze that left the heavy military
definition unresolved. I think he made the right choice. In fact, this was
so clearly indicated that I doubt he even thought of any other course.”
(Doubletalk, page 432) Kissinger wrote of the Moscow summit in his
memoirs: “But the fundamental achievement was to sketch the outline
on which coexistence between the democracies and the Soviet system
must be based. SALT embodied our conviction that a wildly spiraling
nuclear arms race was in no country’s interest and enhanced no one’s
security; the ‘Basic Principles’ gave at least verbal expression to the ne-
cessity of responsible political conduct. The two elements reinforced each
other; they symbolized our conviction that a relaxation of tensions could
not be based exclusively on arms control; the ultimate test would be re-
strained international behavior.” (White House Years, pages 1253–1254)

287. Editorial Note

In his diary entry for May 27, 1972, White House Chief of Staff
H.R. Haldeman described President Nixon’s trip to Leningrad on Sat-
urday, May 27. He wrote: “The crowds in Leningrad were huge, but
they were totally restrained by the police, one or two blocks back from
the motorcade. It was absolutely an eerie feeling to drive through the
main part of the city with absolutely no one on the street except police
and soldiers. A guard at the doorway to every apartment, the gate to
every courtyard, with people all kept inside, they were behind the
gates. On the cross-streets, they were kept at least one, sometimes two,
blocks away, often with the streets blocked with a couple of dump
trucks or buses, so that there was no chance of people getting across,
but always with huge numbers of troops. Still, great crowds of people
at all these places, and actually along the main boulevard, but kept
way, way back behind ropes and troops. They responded very warmly
when we waved to them, although they didn’t seem to wave of their
own accord. It was obvious that they wanted to see us and were not
going to be given that opportunity by the Russians.
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“At the Tomb of the Unknown Soldier, we had a very impressive
and solemn ceremony. The P was quite impressed by the mass graves,
20,000 people in each of them, and the fact that there are half a million
Leningraders buried in that cemetery. He was very touched by the story
of a twelve year-old girl Tanya who kept a diary that’s in the little pavil-
ion there, and he told Ron and me about it afterwards at the guest
house, then later used it in his toast at the luncheon, and later on in
the day said that he wanted Ray [Price] to use it in the speech tomor-
row night on Soviet TV.” (The Haldeman Diaries: Multimedia Edition) In
his memoirs Nixon wrote: “I was deeply moved when she [the young
girl acting as their guide] showed me the diary of Tanya, a twelve-year-
old girl buried in the cemetery. She translated from the entries de-
scribing how one after another the members of Tanya’s family died;
the final sad entry read: ‘All are dead. Only Tanya is left.’ The girl’s
voice choked with emotion as she read these words. ‘Tanya died too,’
she said as she brushed tears from her eyes. I was asked to sign the
visitor’s book before we left. I wrote: ‘To Tanya and all the heroes of
Leningrad.’ As I walked away, I said, ‘I hope it will never be repeated
in all the world.’“ (RN: Memoirs, page 616)

288. Memorandum of Conversation1

Moscow, May 27, 1972, 2:10–4:10 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS
Andrei A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR
Georgi M. Korniyenko, Chief of USA Division, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Leonid M. Shevchenko, Aide to Chairman Podgorny
Mr. Bratchikov, Interpreter

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Martin Hillenbrand, Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs
Helmut Sonnenfeldt, NSC Senior Staff Member
Winston Lord, Special Assistant to Dr. Kissinger
Peter W. Rodman, NSC Staff (Notetaker)

May 13–May 31, 1972 1145

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 73, Country Files, Europe, USSR, Mr. Kissinger’s Conversations in Moscow,
May 1972. Top Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. The meeting was held in St. Catherine’s Hall
at the Grand Kremlin Palace.

491-761/B428-S/60006

1240_A68-A72  10/31/06  12:05 PM  Page 1145



SUBJECT

Communiqué;2 SALT (briefly at beginning and end)

Foreign Minister Gromyko: You have already announced our
agreement.

Dr. Kissinger: Somebody leaked it?
Foreign Minister Gromyko: The SALT treaty was published in the

New York Times. Who will be crucified for this? If necessary we can cru-
cify him solemnly, with music.

Dr. Kissinger: That’s a new refinement, with music.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: At end of the visit we were going to

publish the texts. We had a schedule.
Dr. Kissinger: I thought there was an understanding. Someone

gave the texts to the press. We have no interest in breaking an under-
standing. I thought all the announcements were joint between Ziegler
and Gromyko.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: No, they were made unilaterally.
Dr. Kissinger: I’m terribly sorry.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: OK, you will submit tomorrow the

name of the person who will be crucified.
Dr. Kissinger: At the departure ceremony.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: No, it will interfere. The ceremony is

solemn enough.

The Communiqué

Dr. Kissinger: I suggest we go over it page by page. [Working draft
is at Tab A.]3

Foreign Minister Gromyko: First page, “By agreement between the
two sides . . .”

Dr. Kissinger: How about “by mutual agreement?” I hate the
phrase “two sides.” It is a sort of stylistic point. If you say “mutual,”
you don’t need “the two sides.” How about leaving out the leaders,
and saying “By agreement between the USSR�USA”?

Do we need this? Because we couldn’t have come here without
your agreement and we wouldn’t have come here without our agree-
ment. “Mutual” is redundant in English, but if you need it in Russian,
OK.

We add “mutual” and leave out “leaders of.”
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By the way, we can add the date. May 29 is the date.
In the second paragraph, the President and who conducted the

meetings?
Foreign Minister Gromyko: General Secretary L.I. Brezhnev, Chair-

man of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet, N/V. Podgorny, and
Chairman of the Council of Ministers A.N. Kosygin.

Dr. Kissinger: “Also taking part on the American side were”—we
will list everyone in our official party. We will get this list typed up.

“Frank and thorough”—Didn’t we take those out? That’s what you
wanted.

For. Min. Gromyko: On page 2, section 2—I suggest deleting the
subtitle “II. Bilateral Agreements.”

Dr. Kissinger: I agree.
Mr. Korniyenko: Then you have Bilateral and International Issues.
Dr. Kissinger: Yes, I agree.
For. Min. Gromyko: I suggest instead of “prior negotiations,” that

we say “the negotiations which preceded the Summit and in the course
of discussions at the meeting itself,” and so on.

At the end of this, after the words “interests of the international
community,” make it “the cause of peace and cooperation.”

Dr. Kissinger: Can we make it two sentences? There are too many
dependent clauses in English.

Can we say “relevant to the cause of peace and international co-
operation”? Let me . . . I hate to be so pedantic, but I want to get it
straight. [Reads the text over.]

For. Min. Gromyko: In the next subtitle (SALT), we have a new
first paragraph.

Dr. Kissinger: We have a new paragraph.
For. Min. Gromyko: We would like to insert this thing. [Hands over

Soviet draft at Tab B.]
Dr. Kissinger: We would like to insert this thing. [Hands over U.S.

draft at Tab B.] [Both sides read.]
Let’s work from your draft. I think there are no major differences.
The first paragraph [in the draft of the full communiqué] we don’t

need. Just one sentence from it: “The two sides gave priority attention
to the problem of reducing the danger of nuclear war.” Is anyone writ-
ing this down? I would then say, using your paragraph, “They attach
great importance to the treaty on ABMs and the interim agreement con-
cluded between them.”

For. Min. Gromyko: You omit “in this connection?”
Dr. Kissinger: In English it isn’t necessary.
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For. Min. Gromyko: I think it will be better to preserve it, and have
it in one paragraph.

Dr. Kissinger: The Foreign Minister is a great believer in linkage.
Come to think of it, could I take back what I said? I believe the two
sentences we had in the [original] first paragraph are quite good. Then,
“in this connection, the two sides attach . . .”

Instead of “should make a significant contribution,” make it “can
make.” Or “will make,” that’s stronger.

For. Min. Gromyko: All right, “will make.”
Dr. Kissinger: We would probably prefer “major step” instead of

“great step.”
For. Min. Gromyko: In Russian, vazhnii or krupnii, it doesn’t make

a difference.
Dr. Kissinger: Now I have a pet phobia of the President’s, which

I put to you frankly.
First, why don’t we say “towards curbing and ultimately ending

the arms race?”
Why don’t we say “These agreements, which were completed as

a result of the negotiations in Moscow”? We don’t need “the prepara-
tion of which.”

For. Min. Gromyko: Can we say “reached in Moscow”?
Dr. Kissinger: We don’t want our delegations to feel . . . Semenov

may be different from Smith.
For. Min. Gromyko: Suppose we say “concluded in Moscow”?
Dr. Kissinger: “Concluded” is fine.
Now, we are not challenging Article VI of the Non-Proliferation

Treaty,4 but the President does not feel we are doing it because of some
obligation in the NPT but because we want it. The President when he
read it in the briefing . . .

For. Min. Gromyko: But for the sake of consistency.
Dr. Kissinger: No, no, we’re not questioning it.
For. Min. Gromyko: You remember, in the UN some countries 

complained.
Dr. Kissinger: Can I change the order? “Strengthening confidence

between states, as well as to carry out the obligation assumed by them
under the NPT.”
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For. Min. Gromyko: How about to leave out the reference to Arti-
cle VI?

Dr. Kissinger: If we mention the Treaty, we might as well mention
the Article. It’s not the reference to the Article the President objects to
but the reference to the Treaty.

Why don’t we reverse the order? The meaning is the same, but it
makes a difference.

For. Min. Gromyko: Why don’t we take psychology into account?
Dr. Kissinger: Can we say “confidence” instead of “trust”?
For. Min. Gromyko: You may. In Russian, it is the same.
Dr. Kissinger: We don’t need “assumed by them in accordance

with.” Just say “the obligation in Article VI” just to save space.
In the second sentence of that paragraph, why not make it two

sentences? With the changes. “Accordingly, it corresponds both to the
vital interests . . .” “Accordingly” must be the favorite word of the So-
viet Foreign Office.

For. Min. Gromyko: No, my favorite word is “appropriate.” The
Americans use it more than the Russians do.

Dr. Kissinger: We reserve the right to fiddle with the English a lit-
tle bit in order to improve it.

For. Min. Gromyko: All right.
Dr. Kissinger: Take out “of the world” [in your sentence].
For. Min. Gromyko: All right. Down with the world, long live the

peoples!
Dr. Kissinger: All right. We will retype it and give it to you.
For. Min. Gromyko: Next, in the last paragraph of SALT [on the

Sept. 30, 1971 agreement], insert “also.”
Dr. Kissinger: We have “also.”
For. Min. Gromyko: Good. In the Russian, we added it. And at the

end of this paragraph, omit “vital” because it’s in the previous para-
graph. It is better to use it in reference to SALT.

Dr. Kissinger: You’re right.
For. Min. Gromyko: On Commercial and Economic Relations, we

have no changes.
Dr. Kissinger: But no maritime agreement. We have not yet

straightened out with our unions. Until the unions are squared away,
it will be difficult to implement the agreement. Therefore, it is up to
your side if you want to sign the agreement in this situation. That was
the situation at noon today.

For. Min. Gromyko: No progress.
Dr. Kissinger: We have not yet obtained expressions of willingness

from our unions to operate under the terms of the agreement. It is our
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fault. But the question is whether you want to sign the agreement un-
der these uncertain conditions. We could conclude the agreement con-
ditionally, if you prefer.

For. Min. Gromyko: Then at this moment . . . I will consult with
the Minister. If it is not concluded, we will be disappointed. It is an old
question. I remember I discussed it with Rogers a year ago. On Science
and Technology, suppose we omit “as a new instrument.” There is no
old instrument.

Dr. Kissinger: “Created” implies new. On Space, I suggest the past
tense, “emphasized.” Where it says “scheduled,” because Congress
hasn’t appropriated the money it is better for us to say “contemplated.”
We have no money to schedule it, only to plan it.

For. Min. Gromyko: It would not affect our text. Health. In the last
phrase, instead of “Soviet leaders and the President of the U.S.,” let us
use my favorite word “sides.”

Dr. Kissinger: “The two sides pledge full support”? O.K.
For. Min. Gromyko: Europe. Instead of “arena,” try “hotbed.”
Dr. Kissinger: I don’t like “hotbed.”
For. Min. Gromyko: Suppose we say “Where both world wars 

began.” [Mr. Lord and Dr. Kissinger confer.]
Dr. Kissinger: My colleague says you don’t do justice to the Napo-

leonic wars if you say only world wars. How about the Schleswig–
Holstein question? O.K.

For. Min. Gromyko: In the last phrase of the paragraph, why not
say “inviolability”?

Dr. Kissinger: I thought we could slip it out without your notic-
ing. Our problem is that “inviolability” implies not even the possibil-
ity of raising a territorial question in peaceful terms.

Is that right, Marty?
Mr. Hillenbrand: Yes.
Dr. Kissinger: We prefer to stay with this phrase.
For. Min. Gromyko: [Thinks for a moment.] Maybe there is another

English phrase.
Dr. Kissinger: How would you phrase this “inviolability” point?

Give me a sentence.
For. Min. Gromyko: I would say like this: “They consider that the

inviolability of borders of the states of Europe must be observed.”
Dr. Kissinger: How about “They agree that the territorial integrity

of all states must be inviolable.”
For. Min. Gromyko: It omits borders. Your previous govern-

ments—Johnson, Kennedy—always said borders should be inviolable.
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There was no difference between us. The previous U.S. Government
was far ahead of the German Government in this respect.

Dr. Kissinger: Do you have the exact [German–Soviet] treaty? What
is the exact phrase the Germans use?

[Gromyko tells Bratchikov to go out to get it.]
Dr. Kissinger: [Points jokingly to the chandelier over the table]:

There is a camera in it. Ivan the Terrible invented it.
For. Min. Gromyko: No, Ivan the Terrible invented the air condi-

tioning in this room!
Mr. Bratchikov: [Enters with the Treaty language, and reads]: “The

sides consider as inviolable now and in the future the borders between
all states in Europe.” There is another clause, “The sides confirm the
obligation to unswervingly observe the territorial integrity of all the
states of Europe in their present borders.”

For. Min. Gromyko: We quoted the Treaty language.
[There followed a long conference on the U.S. side.]
Dr. Kissinger: We will let you know this evening. We will try to

find some way of accommodating your thinking.
For. Min. Gromyko: Good, it will be very good.
Dr. Kissinger: No previous Administration has put it into a joint

document with the Soviet Union. It is one thing to do it this way, and
another thing to do it in private statements. And not at the highest
level.

For. Min. Gromyko: President Kennedy told me . . . .
Dr. Kissinger: We are not contesting the inviolability of frontiers.

Our concern is that we don’t want to get involved in the debate. You
know, in the German Bundestag, the debate over the permanence of
the borders. Hillenbrand will check at the Hotel the English text of the
Soviet-German treaty. We will try to find a paraphrase.

We are also checking the Berlin treaty to see how Berlin is 
mentioned.

[There was a short break.]
Mr. Korniyenko: And on the reduction of forces, you still don’t

want “foreign and national”?
Dr. Kissinger: No.
Mr. Korniyenko: Why not?
Dr. Kissinger: Because we want to leave open which forces will be

reduced.
For. Min. Gromyko: You are against the admission of the Federal

Republic of Germany and German Democratic Republic into the UN?
Dr. Kissinger: No.
For. Min. Gromyko: At the appropriate time?
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Dr. Kissinger: It isn’t in here.
For. Min. Gromyko: It is in our text.
Dr. Kissinger: Our position is that we will not oppose it if the Ger-

mans propose it. But we don’t want to get ahead of the Germans. You
will have no difficulty with us if the Federal Republic of Germany pro-
poses it.

For. Min. Gromyko: About Berlin, we will do it the same.
Dr. Kissinger: Yes.
For. Min. Gromyko: [On CSCE]: “Concrete preparations should 

begin.”
Dr. Kissinger: We would prefer to omit “in the near future.” Just,

“after the signature.”
For. Min. Gromyko: That makes it still sooner.
Dr. Kissinger: I know what you are saying. As the President said in

the meeting, we don’t think these conversations can begin until the fall.
For. Min. Gromyko: Can’t we mention “national and foreign”

forces?
Dr. Kissinger: No, we took it out.
For. Min. Gromyko: And just “armed forces,” not armaments?
Dr. Kissinger: Armaments is OK.
For. Min. Gromyko: What does “reciprocal” mean?
Dr. Kissinger: Both sides. Would you prefer “mutual and balanced”?!
For. Min. Gromyko: Reciprocal means “by agreement.” All right,

keep this word.
On the Mideast, we would prefer to state two sides’ different po-

sitions, but we don’t have a text here. One paragraph.
Dr. Kissinger: Well, something of this content, but we will have to

work over something. I think we can settle that one paragraph.
For. Min. Gromyko: Then Indochina. For the time being we don’t

have a text.
Dr. Kissinger: What is your view? That we will state different

points of view?
For. Min. Gromyko: We would prefer a joint text. It would be very

good.
Dr. Kissinger: Do you have a proposed text?
For. Min. Gromyko: Not yet.
Dr. Kissinger: I have a conciliatory page of our position. [Hands

over draft at Tab C.] It could be shortened by us.
For. Min. Gromyko: This is joint, or one-sided?
Dr. Kissinger: This is our position.
[The Soviets read it.]
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We would be prepared to shorten it; we don’t need to spell out
our conditions. The third paragraph could be shortened substantially.
It is not in our interest to have in the middle of this document two
pages of disagreement.

[At 3:55, General Antonov came in, saying “Forgive the interrup-
tion,” and accompanied by a girl carrying pieces of Dr. Kissinger’s
birthday cake for Dr. Kissinger and the Foreign Minister.]

General Antonov: And on behalf of our girls, for the American del-
egation, she will kiss you. [Laughter. She kisses Dr. Kissinger, and
blushes.] And not on orders! [Laughter]

[General Antonov and his girl leave.]
Dr. Kissinger: On Vietnam, Mr. Foreign Minister, we would be pre-

pared—if you can come up with a short formulation—to shorten ours
to be consistent with yours.

For. Min. Gromyko: Our preference is not to have a long one.
Dr. Kissinger: May I suggest you submit what you are prepared

to say, and we will follow your length.
For. Min. Gromyko: We would prefer a joint statement. It would

be the best solution. But we will come back.
Should we say [in section on Disarmament Issues] “arms control”

or “arms limitation”?
Dr. Kissinger: That’s all right. “Limitation.”
Mr. Korniyenko: And again, “sides” instead of “leaders.”
Dr. Kissinger: I agree.
Mr. Korniyenko: We don’t need “respective,” so as not to imply

divergence.
Dr. Kissinger: You are right.
Mr. Korniyenko: On chemicals, you agreed to have something.
Dr. Kissinger: Yes, we changed it. “The USSR and USA will con-

tinue their efforts to reach an international agreement regarding the
problem of chemical weapons.” We don’t need “the problem of.”

On the next page, we will add “including nuclear disarmament”
[in the sentence on general and complete disarmament].

For. Min. Gromyko: You agree.
Dr. Kissinger: Yes.
For. Min. Gromyko: On the United Nations, you are in favor of the

preservation of colonialism?
Dr. Kissinger: We are in favor of avoiding a statement on this in

this document.
For. Min. Gromyko: Suppose we add one phrase to this paragraph:

“Accordingly they will do their best to support UN activities in the in-
terests of international peace.”
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Dr. Kissinger: You sneaked another “accordingly” into the docu-
ment. I want you to know we appreciate the skill with which it was
done.

For. Min. Gromyko: Let us go to the last section.
Dr. Kissinger: May I make one very minor proposal? We can say

“cooperation between peoples” instead of “in the interests of peoples.”
This is just stylistic. And “possibilities exist” should be “it is possible
to develop.”

For. Min. Gromyko: All right. The title is most solemn. Why don’t
we say “Joint Soviet-American Communiqué”?

Dr. Kissinger: Joint Soviet-U.S. Communiqué. In fact we’ll go fur-
ther than that: Joint U.S.-Soviet Communiqué.

When we are finished, we will give Mr. Korniyenko our English
text. You will make sure that TASS publishes our English version. If
we have any reason to use the Russian, we will use yours. This is
agreed?

Mr. Korniyenko: Yes.
For. Min. Gromyko: I will show it to Mr. Brezhnev.

SALT

Dr. Kissinger: Do you object if we submit to the Congress the
agreed interpretive statements? We would like to submit the statements
also, such as that “significantly” means 10–15%.

For. Min. Gromyko: If you consider for you it is all right.
Dr. Kissinger: That makes it public.
For. Min. Gromyko: It is up to you.
[The meeting then ended.]
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289. Backchannel Message From the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger) to the President’s
Deputy Assistant for National Security Affairs (Haig)1

Moscow, May 27, 1972, 1115Z.

Hakto 44. Ref: Tohak 188.2 The following are points that should be
elaborated for use in response to Jackson statements.

(1) It is absurd to say that agreement freezes us at 4 to 1 disad-
vantage in payload when no-agreement situation would have permit-
ted dynamic race in which Soviet payload advantage would increase
further. We have now stopped SS–9 deployment which could have run
free indefinitely. While Soviets can improve on SS–11 with new mis-
sile, they are constrained by silo size limitation (a point not yet public
but of course part of the agreement) and they are on notice by our uni-
lateral statement that significant increase in volume of follow on to
SS–11 missile could jeopardize continuance of agreement. Moreover we
had no program that would have done a thing to improve our pay-
loads in next five years. Hence agreement stops nothing on our side
that we had planned. Not aware of any program that Jackson had and
that had any prospect of Congressional approval that would have
changed payload situation.

(2) On numbers of missiles the point is that no agreement situa-
tion would have guaranteed massive widening of Soviet advantage.
This agreement puts lid on this trend for precisely the period at the
end of which, barring a follow-on agreement, we can begin adding to
our numbers by Trident. Had Jackson supported accelerated subma-
rine program? Had he worked on JCS to support it? Did he have any
program with chance of adoption that would have affected arithmetic
in next five years?
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(3) On payload of particular Soviet missiles nothing in this agree-
ment authorizes Soviets to do a thing that they could not have done
even more dynamically without it. And nothing prevents US from im-
proving payloads if had a program to do so. Trident is fully protected.
What possible leverage did we have to negotiate a freeze on or diminu-
tion of Soviet payloads?

(4) On warhead numbers, we again should compare agreement
with no-agreement. Under no-agreement SS–9 would have been un-
constrained and hence so would warhead multiplication. Now at least
SS–9 number is fixed. But we can proceed unconstrained with the only
new offensive program 7 ULMS—we had. We do have a problem about
Soviet potential for increasing warheads. But there was never a chance
to solve this in SALT I without MIRV ban, which was unobtainable.
What we have done is to make this problem less severe than it would
otherwise have been.

(5) On submarines, we have limited Soviets to numbers some 25
below what they could have built without agreement and are forcing
them to pay for any new submarines by reducing their numbers and
payloads in land-based missiles plus in some 30 on H-class boats. More-
over, Y-class boats they can build in next 5 years are qualitatively in-
ferior to our latest boats and, even more, to ULMs boats.

(6) On ABMs, only way we could have gotten “effective ABM de-
fense of missile sites” would have been to give Soviets the same, cre-
ating horrendous uncertainties re radar base for potential area defense.
We have in fact gotten improved radar base for more effective defense
at Grand Forks. Moreover, we already have major advantage in high
acceleration interceptors and further development in this respect is in
no way constrained.

As regards Moscow defense, Soviets can add 36 interceptors. This
has no practical effect on our capacity to hold Moscow hostage, nor,
indeed, on UK capacity to do likewise. To suggest Soviets can “expand”
Moscow system in any meaningful way because of this agreement is
absurd. With radar constraints, area limitation and interceptor ceiling,
we are obviously better off than if Soviets had been free to do as they
please.

(7) We should have overall posture of welcoming full and ex-
haustive Congressional and indeed national debate. We have nothing
to hide. The constant repetition that agreement “confers advantage” on
Soviets is sheer demagoguery. It confers nothing that the Soviets could
not have done. What it does do is to slow dramatically the process of
acquiring advantage while enabling us to gear up for a major new pro-
gram, provided, of course, people like Jackson devote their energy to
supporting our defense programs rather than fighting an agreement
that brakes the momentum of Soviet programs.
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290. Memorandum of Conversation1

Moscow, May 27, 1972, 4:30–6 p.m.
PARTICIPANTS

Andrei A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs
Georgi M. Korniyenko, Chief of USA Division, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Mr. Shevchenko (Interpreter)

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger
Winston Lord, Special Assistant to Dr. Kissinger
John Negroponte, NSC Staff Member

SUBJECT

Vietnam

Dr. Kissinger: I wanted to ask a question. Are you under the im-
pression that perhaps we could make a joint statement on Vietnam?

Foreign Minister Gromyko: We would prefer it that way.
Dr. Kissinger: How would you visualize it?
For. Min. Gromyko: I don’t have any idea yet. Today I spoke on

the phone with the General Secretary and he said it would be very
good if in the continuation of the talks with the President you could
express any additional considerations. He said it would be very good
to have something joint in the Communiqué and that we should ex-
press thoughts common to both sides. Well, if we don’t succeed in get-
ting a joint statement in the Communiqué then certainly each side will
have to make a unilateral statement on substance because we will have
no other way out.

Well, could you perhaps clarify whether you could make some-
thing that would facilitate a political solution of the question, taking
into account the complexities in light of the real situation on the ground
in Vietnam? Do you have any possibilities to make political steps which
might facilitate the situation? We have the impression, especially as a
result of contacts with the Vietnamese, that the most acute question for
them now is the political question, the question of power in South Viet-
nam. And we came to the conclusion that they agree now—at least it’s
our conviction—that during a certain period there should be a coali-
tion government. Secondly—as you are well aware—they also agree to
the neutrality of South Vietnam as a result and after the settlement of
the question of the withdrawal of American forces.
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All these ideas are probably known to you, and I think they con-
tain great potentialities.

Dr. Kissinger: Why?
For. Min. Gromyko: Well, I think it’s because it’s not a matter of in-

difference to you what the political and international status of South Viet-
nam will be—that is, whether it will be neutral or not. Of course, if you
are indifferent then that is another matter, but it is my opinion that it
should be of interest to you. But, of course, you know better.

Everything you are going to tell me, if you are prepared, I will re-
port immediately to Comrade Brezhnev, because he said he would be
most attentive to your considerations.

Dr. Kissinger: First, with respect to the last point, the neutrality of
South Vietnam is in principle acceptable to us, and we have some ideas
as to how it can be brought about. So that is not an issue between us
and North Vietnam. That is a positive idea.

Secondly, with respect to the political problem, I believe your lead-
ers are under a misapprehension about what North Vietnam has asked
from us. Your leaders seem to be under the impression that it is only
the matter of the personality of Thieu. That is not the case. What North
Vietnam proposes is this. Thieu has to resign; what they call his ma-
chine of repression has to be dismantled and Vietnamization must stop,
which means American economic and military aid must cease. In other
words, the U.S. would side with North Vietnam in forming a three-
segment government of peace, independence and neutrality. But only
they know who meets these criteria. They won’t tell us. So the objec-
tive consequence of their proposal would first be that the government
resigns, the political machinery is disbanded, outside support ceases.
Under these conditions, the only organized political force in South Viet-
nam has to be the PRG. We interpret their proposal as a demand that
we turn power over to them. I am being very candid.

The big problem is that the North Vietnamese are heroic people
and personally very attractive people. On the other hand, they will not
rely at all on the historical process. They want everything written down
and today. In our relations between the Soviet Union and U.S. the most
significant thing is that we started. We’ve signed some agreements. I
think the evolution is even more important than the agreements. If
North Vietnam were wise—I’m being candid—it would make an agree-
ment with us now and not haggle about every detail, because one year
after the agreement there would be a new condition, a new reality.

For example, last year, on May 31, 1971,2 we proposed in a private
meeting withdrawal of American troops over a nine-month period in
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exchange for a ceasefire and prisoners of war. They said, no, we must
overthrow Thieu too. Suppose they had accepted our withdrawal then.
Don’t you think they might be better off today? Do you believe we can
go back in after U.S. forces are withdrawn?

So they never look at the political dimension created. They ask us
what as a great power we cannot do. We cannot overthrow the people
we have worked with over eight years. You wouldn’t do this. We won’t
do it. We are prepared to start a political process, without a guaran-
teed outcome, but which has possible outcomes. Why should we in-
vest all American foreign policy in one little corner of Asia, out of which
we are withdrawing anyway?

When I saw Le Duc Tho on May 2,3 he had no new proposals, he
had nothing at all. They brought upon themselves these consequences.
We have no interest in defeating them. From a long-term historical view
we have an interest similar to yours. We want a strong Southeast Asia
strong enough to stand on its own feet and not a vacuum there. That
is our interest. Therefore the major problem is to get the war ended
without all the conditions written out in every last detail. This is my
analysis of the situation.

If you analyze our political proposal of January 25th4—and I know
what the North Vietnamese said—but it involves the U.S. withdrawal
of American forces in a short period of time and President Thieu would
withdraw one month before the election. He also said publicly on three
occasions that once peace is achieved he would withdraw from public
life altogether.

For. Min. Gromyko: Who said that?
Dr. Kissinger: President Thieu said it publicly. The last time was

three weeks ago.
Mr. Korniyenko: But after a settlement.
Dr. Kissinger: After a settlement. But he would resign before the

election. So it’s at least theoretically possible to put these two propos-
als together. Speaking aloud—this is not a formal idea—the primary
thing now is to get the war ended so that will create a new political
reality.

For. Min. Gromyko: So you have no new considerations?
Dr. Kissinger: I don’t have anything very specific this evening to

propose except to call to your attention some features of our old pro-
posals on which we can build.
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For example, the electoral commission would have all parties rep-
resented including the PRG. We are prepared to listen to new political
proposals from the DRV except the one they have made, which is too
one-sided.

For. Min. Gromyko: Well, I presume that so far today you have no
new proposals which could be brought to the attention of the Viet-
namese.

Dr. Kissinger: That is correct. I have no specific proposals.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: The situation is rather strange, I should

say. You would like, as the President and yourself said, to end the war
and withdraw American troops, but on the other hand, you resolutely
oppose a political solution under the conditions that the situation will
be settled not under the presence of American troops but by the Viet-
namese themselves. So you don’t want such a situation. Your idea on
Thieu and the machinery under his control is to have them preserved
for an indefinite period of time. You know our position on Thieu. I will
not use strong language. The Vietnamese oppose a situation where this
regime would be maintained through foreign assistance and foreign
troops. If your position is to settle the situation, your military steps don’t
correspond. I think there is a certain inconsistency on that point. If the
President and the American government decide to leave Vietnam do you
not have enough resolution to see that this is done? Why should every
effort be made to preserve the Thieu regime? That is the question.

Dr. Kissinger: Are you finished?
For. Min. Gromyko: Yes.
Dr. Kissinger: The situation is even more curious because we 

do want to leave but the North Vietnamese are trying to keep us there
to blackmail us into overthrowing the Saigon government. If the 
issue were only withdrawal of American forces, it could be settled
very quickly. It is their position on political conditions that makes it
difficult.

After we withdraw, a number of conditions exist. First of all, we
would be prepared to limit military aid to South Vietnam after our
withdrawal in proportion to the aid the North Vietnamese receive from
their allies. Or if they are not prepared, we would be glad to agree di-
rectly with you about limiting aid to the area so North Vietnam does
not have to put themselves on the same level as Saigon under the con-
ditions of peace. I have difficulty understanding, if North Vietnam is
so self-confident, why it insists that we overthrow the political struc-
ture of South Vietnam for them. Why must we do it?

For. Min. Gromyko: That is not quite correct, I think. You say they
would like to make you overthrow the South Vietnamese government.
But we believe their position is not like that. They would like you not
to support the regime and not to take any steps for the artificial con-
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tinuation of its acts, [a government]5 which has no popular support.
That is our opinion.

Dr. Kissinger: There is no sense in debating. I would point out that
they have armed one million of their own people, and if there were no
support at all this would be a very dangerous course.

For. Min. Gromyko: Well, I don’t think so and you have hardly
convinced me that the Vietnamese wholeheartedly fight for Thieu. Why
is Thieu so necessary for the U.S. that the U.S. is prepared to continue
the war in order to preserve his regime? Of course, it is for not only a
question of Thieu himself, but rather the regime he represents. Is it for
his reason that you like to have the war continued, you keep troops in
Vietnam to shed blood? Don’t think I’m talking you into something.
We are seeking an objective analysis and conclusions from that analy-
sis, and since we are now engaged in negotiations, it is advisable to
share our views.

Dr. Kissinger: Mr. Foreign Minister, the issue to us is not the preser-
vation of any particular government. The issue is that we cannot co-
operate with those whom we have fought for eight years to help them
achieve their objective against people with whom we have cooperated.
We are prepared to adopt a position of neutrality toward political life
in South Vietnam. We are not prepared to move from a position of sup-
port for one side to, in effect, a position of support for the other side.
This is the dilemma. We are willing to withdraw military forces; we
are willing to stop military operations. And we are prepared to reduce
aid if the war stops; we are prepared to reduce aid if our opponents
are willing to reduce aid. This would then leave the struggle to the
Vietnamese. If North Vietnam had accepted our proposal of last year
they would objectively be in a much better position today.

For. Min. Gromyko: Could you tell in a nutshell your point of
view? Your program? How do you see an end to the war, taking into
account the present circumstances?

Dr. Kissinger: I can see two approaches. One, the overall approach
we made in January, which I want to interpret to you from our point
of view. It is this. We would agree to a ceasefire and withdrawal—

For. Min. Gromyko: Of your troops?
Dr. Kissinger: All our forces. Simultaneously, we would agree to

certain principles of a political settlement—the neutrality of South Viet-
nam, abiding by whatever political process the Vietnamese themselves
agree upon. While these details are being worked out, we would al-
ready start withdrawing our forces from the time of the agreement in
principle. One month before the elections, Thieu would resign.

May 13–May 31, 1972 1161

5 All brackets in the source text.

491-761/B428-S/60006

1240_A68-A72  10/31/06  12:05 PM  Page 1161



Now, North Vietnam says in this proposal we tried to separate mil-
itary and political issues. We are trying to keep Saigon from having a
veto on our withdrawals. We are prepared to support no candidate.
We will abide by the outcome of the political process, and we are pre-
pared to see a South Vietnam with a policy of neutrality.

That is that program. I personally believe if the DRV were creative
it would have great possibilities.

But if they don’t want a political settlement on this basis, a com-
prehensive settlement, then let us agree on a ceasefire, let us agree to
exchange prisoners of war, and we would withdraw all our forces, and
let them work out a political solution with the South Vietnamese. We
would then guarantee, except for economic and military aid, to keep
our hands out of it; we would be neutral in the political process. We
would be prepared to go either road. We are prepared to hear reason-
able proposals from the other side.

If I could say a personal note, Mr. Minister, you have dealt with
me for several years. I believe we are difficult negotiators, but we are
honest and have always kept our word. We have never tricked you, or
anyone else. We would not trick North Vietnam. If we would, then the
fighting would start again. That is not in our interest.

All we ask is a degree of time so as to leave Vietnam for Ameri-
cans in a better perspective. They want everything simultaneously. This
is the dilemma that faces us. I believe they have worsened their situa-
tion as a result of their actions. We had no intention of increasing our
forces; we had every intention of pulling out this year more and more.
We had no intention of such massive operations. They are worse off
now objectively in our view. Had they accepted terms last year, they
could have had a good chance to prevail now.

Least of all do we wish to trick you. We have an interest in deal-
ing honestly over a long period with you. We do not want to embar-
rass you.

For. Min. Gromyko: It is clear that the Paris talks have produced
no results. We sympathize with success and would do everything nec-
essary for it and are doing so now, but when you come to the political
aspects you Americans tried to make everything possible to support
and maintain the present regime. Well, suppose you are right. The Viet-
namese don’t want such a government but prefer, as they say, a more
progressive government, one which was left of center, which would
ensure political neutrality for the country as far as foreign policy is 
concerned. But why should there be such a solution in the presence of
U.S. forces and why should it involve the presence of the existing
regime and even personally President Thieu. Last year, you hinted in
Washington . . .

Dr. Kissinger: When we talked.
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For. Min. Gromyko: that there could be a suitable solution and you
expressed certain thoughts regarding Thieu and the transitory period
. . .

Dr. Kissinger: [interrupting] that he would resign in a transitory
period.

For. Min. Gromyko: Well, the term “resign” was not used. You ad-
mitted he wouldn’t be in power during a certain transitory period.

Mr. Korniyenko: There would be some kind of interim govern-
ment, not just a commission.

Dr. Kissinger: I was thinking of our proposal that he resign one
month before the election and an interim government takes his place.
That was what I had in mind.

For. Min. Gromyko: [continues interpretation from interruption.]
But the way you put the question now I don’t think is acceptable to
the Vietnamese. Is it worth, in order to achieve political aims, contin-
uing the war, maintaining troops in Vietnam and destroying cities? Per-
haps some plans could be advanced on your part. I don’t know. I think
your side has ample political resources not put into operation yet.
Maybe you know better. We don’t know if you are going to bring this
into the open.

Dr. Kissinger: Of course.
For. Min. Gromyko: Our wish . . . if you have any ideas for polit-

ical steps which could facilitate a political solution, that acute and se-
rious matter. If there is anything for the USSR to do, at least you should
not prevent us from making any positive steps to bring about an end
to the war. If during your stay in Moscow there are any additional
steps, any proposals at any time, I will transmit them to the General
Secretary. I don’t know if President Nixon and the General Secretary
will have an opportunity to discuss the matter again. If you have any
ideas, I would be glad to meet you anytime.

Dr. Kissinger: I can assure you we are not interested in new mili-
tary bases in South Vietnam or any particular government in South
Vietnam. That is not our principal objective. We will honor whatever
political change that comes about as a result of the South Vietnamese
political process and not as a result of our direct actions.

We have therefore tried to get the North Vietnamese to understand
they should work with us in developing a political process of this kind.
We believe if we, together with them, declare that our common objec-
tive is a neutral South Vietnam, that the U.S. will remain completely neu-
tral in the political contest in South Vietnam, that the U.S. accepts the
outcome of any election, that the U.S. is prepared to limit its economic
and military aid, and is prepared as part of an agreement to accept what-
ever political process emerges, we believe that this creates a new politi-
cal reality in South Vietnam by the simple fact of these declarations.
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I must tell you that their dealings with us are impossible. They
have wasted 13 meetings with me. I am not sure all our ideas are the
best ones. You remember our dealings on Berlin and we made efforts.
They never do. Even this week on SALT, a much easier problem, we
had many differences and advanced various solutions before a settle-
ment. We never had serious negotiations with them. There are two
problems. One is procedural, how to talk seriously, and the other is
what we are trying to accomplish. We have two objectives: first, with-
drawal; second to develop a political process which gives every polit-
ical force a chance to express itself, and let the political process shape
the future, whatever happens.

Now the North Vietnamese say this was done in 1954 and they
were tricked. They are probably right. On the other hand, if you and
we can guarantee a settlement. . . . We are a different government and
any possible [U.S.] government’s attitude would be different. We are
not like Dulles. We are not looking for an excuse to go in. We are at-
tempting to establish an important relationship with you. We are not
looking to trick you. For what purpose? We are stuck now because the
North Vietnamese are too unimaginative or inflexible to solve the po-
litical problem. That’s the dilemma. They cannot win by their pres-
ent offensive. In the process the whole international atmosphere is be-
ing poisoned. If you and we are going to quarrel about something it
shouldn’t be about our area where we are withdrawing anyway.

For. Min. Gromyko: Have you any contacts along any channel?
Dr. Kissinger: We told you we were ready to meet on the 21st. I

don’t know if you got an answer. I think the best procedure is for Le
Duc Tho and me to meet honestly for once, without any papers, and
just talk about how to work out a program for settlement. I would work
seriously and honestly with him. As long as there is progress in the
private channel, then we can assemble plenaries again.

For. Min. Gromyko: Suppose we say . . . The first question I an-
ticipate from the North Vietnamese is, if there is a private meeting,
what is Mr. Kissinger going to tell us? Just what he already said in
Paris? What should we [the Soviets] say? “Their [the U.S.] position is
known. They will probably say one thing or another. We don’t know
if they have something new to say.” It is not so easy for us just to con-
vey this to the North Vietnamese. Of course, we may, but that is up to
you . . . for example, if we could say we were told such and such things
and there are better prospects.

Dr. Kissinger: If they would once be prepared to consider that I
am not coming to these negotiations to maintain any particular gov-
ernment. Maybe we don’t have the right imagination. I come there to
develop a fair political process. I am not saying our proposal is the
fairest. It is a strange area for us. I know their proposal is very one-
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sided. The question is why can’t they be patient for awhile and let
things develop a little more slowly. Their impatience to get everything
at once has the objective consequence of getting nothing. Counting on
our domestic collapse won’t happen. You met the President. He won’t
yield to political pressure. Where will they be next year?

For. Min. Gromyko: If you met Le Duc Tho, what would happen?
Dr. Kissinger: I will make a serious effort to see if we can find a

new approach. If they said to me, all right, we will try to find a polit-
ical process for everybody, then there would be a chance for talking se-
riously, to look at various possibilities. Our proposal is not an ultima-
tum. If we talk, I will talk with them in a forthcoming spirit and with
the attitude of finding a fair and rapid conclusion. That would be my
intention. They are a great people and we have no interest in humili-
ating them.

For. Min. Gromyko: They may ask us, well, how about the official
negotiations?

Dr. Kissinger: It is not in our mutual interest unless there is some
understanding as to what will happen. We could go and make an an-
nouncement here. If after two or three meetings the plenaries break
down, then we will be accused of having been tricked by you, and the
situation would worsen. We see no sense in official meetings until there
is a framework.

For. Min. Gromyko: Suppose there is an unofficial meeting. Will
you tell them something new, or just what you told them before? Maybe
it’s not right to ask; it’s just for our orientation.

Dr. Kissinger: The trouble is I would try to come up with some
new approach to the same objective. The difficulty is that we have al-
ready made so many proposals with no response.

For. Min. Gromyko: There are no limits to good things.
Dr. Kissinger: If you sat opposite us and we said you had not been

concrete because you had not accepted our eight points, there would
be little discussion. Something must be put in by the other side for
meaningful negotiations. For example, suppose we met last November
or January about our eight points. If we went over our proposals point
by point, there would have been many possibilities—in any negotia-
tion you get a qualitative change by accumulating a series of nuances.
It is not a good negotiating technique to demand a qualitative change
as a first step. They keep making demands. Unilaterally, it is very hard
to do anything enormous.

We will certainly look at your program with the attitude of seeing
what could be done to bring about a rapid conclusion.

For. Min. Gromyko: The first question is if we can inform them
that if they met with you what will you tell them? Or perhaps even a
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more modest question: would you have anything new at all or not? If
we could say as far as we know there was nothing new, but we don’t
exclude the possibility that there is grounds for talking. We think it
would be best if we could say that we have grounds for believing that
there is something new. Of course, we would not negotiate this, we
would say this is to be discussed between you and the Americans.

Dr. Kissinger: Let me ask you this. Is it totally excluded that you
could explain your negotiating experience with us to them? You must
have formed some opinion about their attitude toward us and tactics.
Is it totally excluded you could tell them that you have had this ex-
perience with the Americans? Why not try our system for awhile. It
is a very un-Leninist approach to insist they must have everything
right away. You had some difficulty in trusting me at first, which is
natural.

For. Min. Gromyko: How would you formulate your thoughts
which in your opinion we would convey to them with reference to our
conversation?

Dr. Kissinger: Let me think about it overnight to be precise.
For. Min. Gromyko: Every word has a certain significance.
Dr. Kissinger: How did we settle the Berlin question? We decided

among ourselves to try to settle within a certain time frame. Then we
decided on this approach: You do something on access and we will do
something on Federal presence. I have a difficult problem trying to tell
you about precise proposals. Once the approach was settled, we could
think concretely Le Duc Tho and I, if we follow this process, would
have enough to talk about. We should make a work program. What do
we have to have? What do they have to have? We have never done
this. We gave them proposals and they gave us proposals.

For. Min. Gromyko: An exchange of speeches.
Dr. Kissinger: If they say here is something we must have, we

would do all we could; it’s better than giving you proposals.
For. Min. Gromyko: You never analyzed the points with them in

detail?
Dr. Kissinger: Not really in this way. Last summer we were close. I

gave them some points, very abstract and always somewhat theoretical.
For. Min. Gromyko: May I ask you about Thieu? When are you

ready to withdraw Thieu in relation to the withdrawal of your troops?
Dr. Kissinger: We have never said we are ready to secure his with-

drawal from the political picture. He has said he would resign one
month before the election. In addition, he has said publicly that once
a peace settlement is attained, he would withdraw altogether. Whether
these two positions could be put together in one realistic formula would
remain to be seen. It’s at least theoretical.
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For. Min. Gromyko: What about timing? There is a distance be-
tween now and complete withdrawal of U.S. troops. Somewhere in that
time there is the removal of President Thieu. At what point will this
happen in terms of your proposal?

Dr. Kissinger: In terms of the proposal we have made this could
occur as early as five months after signature of a statement of princi-
ples, depending on how quickly they agree on a political process.

For. Min. Gromyko: The duration of the withdrawal of your
troops?

Dr. Kissinger: It was six months. Now it is four months.
For. Min. Gromyko: That means Thieu would resign one month

after your withdrawal.
Dr. Kissinger: Those were the terms of the January proposal; it was

in their context of our comprehensive proposal, their agreeing to an
election.

For. Min. Gromyko: Before the election.
Dr. Kissinger: He would withdraw.
For. Min. Gromyko: But what is the period between the election

and his withdrawal?
Dr. Kissinger: Our proposal said one month before the election but

that is negotiable.
For. Min. Gromyko: What about the composition of the govern-

ment between his withdrawal and the election, in concrete terms, as
far as this is possible?

Dr. Kissinger: Under our proposal, as the South Vietnamese con-
stitution provides, the caretaker government would be headed by the
President of the Senate.

For. Min. Gromyko: It would be a working government?
Dr. Kissinger: Yes.
For. Min. Gromyko: Formed by whom? There would still be the

presence of Thieu. This is an important point.
For. Min. Gromyko: Who would prepare the elections?
Dr. Kissinger: An electoral commission in which the PRG, Saigon

Administration, and other forces in the country would have equal rep-
resentation. And the election commission is very close to a government
of national concord proposed by the PRG. Therefore, one possibility is
to give more power to the electoral commission and therefore give a
de facto status in some areas to the national concord idea. It is a com-
plex system but both sides have to adjust to existing realities.

For. Min. Gromyko: My impression sometimes from the President
and Dr. Kissinger, the official position of the United States is that it is
impossible to leave Vietnam to some kind of Communist or Socialist
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government. This by itself throws a shadow on statements. Is your
main preoccupation the character of the government?

Dr. Kissinger: That is a good question when it is posed by rea-
sonable people. What we mean is that we will not leave in such a way
that a Communist victory is guaranteed. However, we are prepared to
leave so that a Communist victory is not excluded, though not guar-
anteed. I don’t know if this distinction is meaningful to you.

For. Min. Gromyko: Until now our view is that your main preoc-
cupation is to prevent the establishment of a regime you don’t like po-
litically. Later maybe you could face this.

Dr. Kissinger: There is no question that is true. Our position is we
want a political solution which does not guarantee a Communist vic-
tory, but also, we emphasize, that does not exclude it.

For. Min. Gromyko: That is official?
Dr. Kissinger: You can communicate this to the North Vietnamese.
For. Min. Gromyko: On the basis of official American statements,

the U.S. main preoccupation is to do all in order to preclude the pos-
sibility of a government not liked by the United States. That makes it
more difficult.

Dr. Kissinger: It is an absurdity to pretend we would not prefer it
if Communists would not win in South Vietnam.

For. Min. Gromyko: That is another matter.
Dr. Kissinger: But you have faced many situations in the world

where Communist parties would not prevail and you put limits on
your intervention. This is the issue we are talking about. In case of the
solution of the war, the policy would be to encourage whatever polit-
ical process is agreed upon but not to exclude North Vietnamese or a
Communist or Socialist forces from having a measure of power.

For. Min. Gromyko: If you think there is anything new, let us talk
again.

Dr. Kissinger: Let me think. We will meet again tomorrow anyway
on the communiqué.

For. Min. Gromyko: If there is a need, probably we can discuss the
Middle East and Vietnam. Anyway on the Middle East we would like
to talk briefly.

Dr. Kissinger: Tomorrow.
For. Min. Gromyko: Tomorrow. On the Middle East we are, frankly

speaking, discouraged.
[At this point Mr. Gromyko left the meeting for about five min-

utes to take a phone call.]
For. Min. Gromyko: You have already published the treaty and the

agreement.

1168 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV

491-761/B428-S/60006

1240_A68-A72  10/31/06  12:05 PM  Page 1168



Dr. Kissinger: I am very embarrassed. I will have to look into it.
For. Min. Gromyko: I just talked to Comrade Brezhnev. He asked

my opinion. I said we would have to publish the treaty. I don’t know
about the protocol. I’ll let you know.

Dr. Kissinger: We will let Mr. Korniyenko know, I am embarrassed.
I didn’t know there was an agreement not to publish.

Mr. Korniyenko: You suggested that we publish everything at once
all at the end, as an enclosure to the Communiqué.

Dr. Kissinger: We could still in any event publish them all together.
There was a confusion. I don’t know how it happened.

For. Min. Gromyko: Tomorrow we will discuss the Middle East
and Vietnam.

Dr. Kissinger: We will see if there is anything more concrete. You
contact me and let me know when you are ready.

For. Min. Gromyko: Maybe we should set it now.
Dr. Kissinger: Suppose we meet at 11:00 on the Middle East and

Vietnam? What about Monday6—will there be a plenary?
For. Min. Gromyko: It depends on concluding the negotiation. There

will be a plenary unless you wish to have a more narrow meeting.
Dr. Kissinger: Good. I shall miss the Foreign Minister when we

leave Moscow.

6 May 29.

291. Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)1

Moscow, May 28, 1972.

SUBJECT

Gromyko’s Performance on Vietnam
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There can be little doubt from Gromyko’s close attention to what
you said2 that he wants to transmit a detailed rendition of our posi-
tion to Hanoi. I think the Soviets believe that our current terms are ones
that Hanoi ought to at least talk about, if not in fact accept, because
they think that if implemented they will before long produce if not a
Communist government in Saigon, then one that leans in that direc-
tion. I believe the Soviets accept that we want to get the war over with.

The Soviets obviously feel that the war gets in their way (which
is not to say that as long as it goes on they do not also see certain ben-
efits in it). They are probably quite frustrated by Hanoi’s pathological
unwillingness to take the slightest risk in negotiations. While they have
to be careful not to make themselves our advocate, Gromyko’s detailed
notes—unusual for him—and precise questions were undoubtedly in-
tended to enable him to present our position in a way that, in the So-
viet view, might mitigate Hanoi’s suspicions. In any case, it seems a
virtual certainty that your presentation will be transmitted in some
form.

Gromyko also seems to think that once the Paris talks start again
there will be pressure on Hanoi to make them more productive. The
Soviets themselves may plan to exert such pressure; but beyond that
they may believe that the fear of our breaking off again and perhaps
taking some further drastic military action might induce Hanoi to dis-
play somewhat more flexibility. Moreover, the Soviets know as well as
we do that when negotiations are in progress, we too are subject to
pressures, especially this season, to be flexible.

It does not seem probable that the Soviets will again try to get
Hanoi to agree to a private session in conjunction with a formal one.
But Gromyko’s formulations suggest that they will try to get Hanoi to
make less intransigent noises about the whole negotiating process.

One general comment. I found it interesting that unlike the senior
leaders Gromyko did not find it obligatory to protest fraternal friend-
ship for Hanoi. He seemed much more clinical in his comments about
the North Vietnamese—admittedly because he was trying to persuade
you to change your approach, but there was still a certain patronizing
tone in his remarks about Hanoi’s penchant for prestige and propa-
ganda. In any event, Gromyko quite evidently saw his role as at least
an honest post office. But he was also trying to establish his credibil-
ity with us as a fair transmission belt. Even more than that, he men-
tioned several times that the Soviets expect to make recommendations
to Hanoi. While this has happened in the past, Gromyko seemed at
pains to indicate that it would definitely happen this time.
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292. Memorandum of Conversation1

Moscow, May 28, 1972, 10:45 a.m.–1 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS
Andrei A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR
Anatoli F. Dobrynin, Ambassador to USA
Georgi M. Korniyenko, Chief of USA Division, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Mr. Bratchikov, Interpreter

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President
Helmut Sonnenfeldt, NSC Senior Staff Member
Winston Lord, Special Assistant to Dr. Kissinger
John D. Negroponte, NSC Staff Member
Peter W. Rodman, NSC Staff Member (notetaker)

SUBJECTS 

Communiqué (briefly at beginning); Vietnam

The Communiqué

Dr. Kissinger: We thought we would have a quick run through of
the communiqué.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: Soon the communiqué will shine like a dia-
mond. Polishing and polishing. . . .

Dr. Kissinger: We agree to put into the European section, unless
you object, the phrase “inviolability of frontiers.”

Fon. Min. Gromyko: Good, very good.
Dr. Kissinger: Here is the retyped version [Tab A].2 But we rec-

ommend writing in on page 10 to make it “principles of territorial in-
tegrity and inviolability of frontiers.” I was just talking to the Presi-
dent. This is why I was delayed. In view of the importance you attach
to it. We thought it was the right thing to do.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: I will tell Mr. Brezhnev. He will appreciate it.
Dr. Kissinger: For the agreed portion of the Middle East, we rec-

ommend this, which is a slight adaptation of yours. It is written into
the text, but here is what we have. [He hands over draft at Tab B.]

Mr. Korniyenko: You are changing what was agreed before.
Dr. Kissinger: What we had in the text was your version.
Fon. Min. Gromyko: We will study it more carefully.
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Mr. Korniyenko: Your idea is, this will be all on the Middle East?
Dr. Kissinger: We would prefer not to have a disagreed statement

on the Middle East. But if you prefer. . . .
Fon. Min. Gromyko: This is intended as joint. Probably it will be

difficult to avoid a one-sided statement.
Dr. Kissinger: We prefer a joint statement.
Fon. Min. Gromyko: We too would prefer that.
Dr. Kissinger: On Indochina, perhaps we should talk afterwards.

We have a few sentences of a possible joint statement, rather ambigu-
ously phrased, for your consideration. [Hands over the draft at Tab C.]

Fon. Min. Gromyko: Probably it will not be possible to avoid one-
sided statements.

Dr. Kissinger: It may not be possible. I have two papers for you.
The President has re-signed the protocol. There were a few technical
problems. It is coming back through normal channels. Here is the Pres-
ident’s letter, signed. It is exactly the text you had the other day. [Tab
D]3 Compare it. If anything is wrong it will be redone. This afternoon.
May I mention a few other minor changes?

On our page 5, on Commercial and Economic Relations, we would
like to say “it was agreed that a lend-lease settlement will be negoti-
ated concurrently with a trade agreement.” [See Tab A.] Not an inte-
gral part, but negotiated concurrently.

What is your information on the maritime problem?
Fon. Min. Gromyko: Nothing new. We are awaiting your answer.
Dr. Kissinger: As I understand, it isn’t done yet.
Mr. Sonnenfeldt: Yes.
Dr. Kissinger: Is anything likely to happen that will change that?
Mr. Sonnenfeldt: No.
Dr. Kissinger: The holdout is the unions. What the hell is Gibson

doing here? What can he do here about the unions?
Amb. Dobrynin: I thought Gibson brought something.
Fon. Min. Gromyko: We accepted this lend-lease provision.
Dr. Kissinger: I will have to check on the maritime problem. I will

talk to Gibson again. I understand Flanigan and the Secretary of State
are seeing Kosygin this morning.

1172 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV

3 At Tab D is a signed letter from Nixon to Brezhnev stating that he would like to
confirm what he had already told the General Secretary: that the United States had no
plans during the period of the 5-year freeze to add to its present fleet of ballistic missile
submarines. The President said he was referring specifically to the U.S. right under the
agreement to replace its old Titan ICBMs with SLBM submarines.

491-761/B428-S/60006

1240_A68-A72  10/31/06  12:05 PM  Page 1172



The other problem is, with respect to Europe, we should follow
the same procedure as in the Berlin agreement. In the Russian text,
“Berlin (West)”; in the English and French versions it says “Western
sectors of Berlin.” If you check you’ll see. I think we should do it the
same way. [Gromyko sends Bratchikov out to get a Berlin text.]

Fon. Min. Gromyko: We will check. We will say either “Berlin
(West)” or the same as you, “Western sectors of Berlin.” We will check.

Dr. Kissinger: That would be fine. We would be pleased if you said
the same.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: All right. This is up to us.
Dr. Kissinger: On page 10, we dropped out the phrase “on Berlin”

in reference to the September 3 agreement because it is on the previ-
ous page.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: It is possible.
Dr. Kissinger: Just to reduce the number of references. The Mid-

dle East I have given you. I would still like you to consider our In-
dochina section on page 12 [a blank page]. It would attract attention.
It would be new.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: It is brief and to the point!
Mr. Korniyenko: On page 10, why do we need “non-interference

and non-intervention”? In Russian it is the same.
Fon. Min. Gromyko: You have both.
Dr. Kissinger: In other words you want to interfere? You won’t in-

tervene but you will interfere? No, you are right, we’ll drop one. We’ll
drop “non-intervention.”

Fon. Min. Gromyko: In the Charter it says “non-interference.”
Dr. Kissinger: I just want the record to show that we did not ap-

prove. Could we have an agreed interpretive statement that it includes
non-interference?

Mr. Sonnenfeldt: “No significant interference.”
Dr. Kissinger: Is it possible for us to have a Russian text of the

communiqué, so our experts can check it?
Fon. Min. Gromyko: I have to show Mr. Brezhnev.
Dr. Kissinger: When? Could we have a tentative draft from you?
Fon. Min. Gromyko: Only with the understanding that Mr. Brezh-

nev still has to check it.
Dr. Kissinger: Yes. With the understanding that Mr. Brezhnev has

not approved it.
On the publication of the SALT agreement, there seems to be a

genuine misunderstanding. Our press office has been publishing texts
all along, as they have been reached.
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Amb. Dobrynin: Probably a misunderstanding. In Washington you
said we would publish all at the end, attached to the final communiqué.

Dr. Kissinger: Did I say that? I did not mean that.
Mr. Korniyenko: We will publish them all at once. See that the com-

muniqué says the texts will be annexed. Ambassador Dobrynin’s un-
derstanding was that the texts would be given with embargo.

Dr. Kissinger: So you think we should attach them?
Amb. Dobrynin: No reason.
Mr. Korniyenko: Also, it is not our terminology to say “the Soviet

leaders” at the end. We should have the names.
Dr. Kissinger: Will they all come?
Mr. Korniyenko: Yes, all accept. They may not all come.
Dr. Kissinger: In what order?
Mr. Korniyenko: Brezhnev, Podgorny, Kosygin.
Dr. Kissinger: We will use the titles from the front.
Fon. Min. Gromyko: Yes, it would be more dignified to have

names, and not say leaders.
Dr. Kissinger: It would be a little complex if the whole Politburo

came at once.
We accept your proposal. “The President of the US invited Gen-

eral Secretary Brezhnev, Chairman Podgorny, and Chairman Kosygin
to visit the US at a mutually convenient time. This invitation was 
accepted.”

Fon. Min. Gromyko: It is a diamond.
Dr. Kissinger: Can we say “with pleasure”?
Fon. Min. Gromyko: It is not dignified.
Dr. Kissinger: If we are asked by the press, can we say on a back-

ground basis that we are thinking in terms of the spring of next year?
Fon. Min. Gromyko: We shouldn’t say. Not possible to specify.
Dr. Kissinger: Can you check with Mr. Brezhnev? If asked by the

press.
Fon. Min. Gromyko: For the time being it is to be worked out. Be-

cause we would have to check again.
[Pieces of bread with huge portions of caviar are brought in.]
Don’t you think it looks fine?
Dr. Kissinger: True. I haven’t eaten since 9:30.
I have two other matters. Vietnam we can discuss with the whole

group, and then another with just Mr. Lord and Mr. Rodman.
You will give us an informal Russian text?
Fon. Min. Gromyko: Yes.
Dr. Kissinger: Could we also have a Russian text of the principles?
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You’ve understood, Mr. Korniyenko, we have reversed “military
confrontation and nuclear war.”

Mr. Korniyenko: Yes.
Fon. Min. Gromyko: On Berlin, we will say “Western sectors of

Berlin.”
Dr. Kissinger: Good, we prefer it.
Again, in what form should we get this typed up for signing 

tomorrow?
Mr. Korniyenko: The principles?
Dr. Kissinger: Yes.
Mr. Korniyenko: In the most solemn way, like a treaty.
Dr. Kissinger: Yes. At what time?
Fon. Min. Gromyko: We need not set a time. Just after the last con-

clusion of the meeting. In the same hall, in the presence of photogra-
phers, etc.

Dr. Kissinger: Our problem is only how to brief the press.
Fon. Min. Gromyko: It is your problem. A rather one-sided problem.
Amb. Dobrynin: What is the problem?
Dr. Kissinger: We would like to brief before the signing, so that

they can move an explanation along with the text. If we don’t, they
will run out with the text and send it around the world with the wildest
speculation of what it means. Therefore we would like to leave 
one hour or two after the plenary and before the signing. I will brief
the press before, under an embargo. I can guarantee it will not be 
published.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: We accept your guarantee. Anyway, it must
be signed before the reception.

Dr. Kissinger: If the reception is at 3:00, then have the signing at 2:45.
Fon. Min. Gromyko: For safety, let’s have the signing at 2:00, then

clear the room for the reception. The press is not our problem, we have
a more advanced social system. We don’t have problems with the press.

Dr. Kissinger: You are making it more attractive. Your ambassador
is getting very good at handling the press. We will brief the press at
1:00 and embargo it until 2:30.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: I will inform Mr. Brezhnev. If there is any
change I will inform you.

Dr. Kissinger: It will be the same as with SALT, no speeches.
Fon. Min. Gromyko: On the embargo, you say 2:30? Suppose we

embargo until 5:00 p.m.?
Dr. Kissinger: Our press will be traveling at 5:00 p.m. It is early

morning. As a practical matter it couldn’t appear anywhere until af-
ternoon. How about 3:00 p.m.?
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Fon. Min. Gromyko: Okay, 3:00 p.m. Our afternoon paper is Izvestia.
Dr. Kissinger: I notice Pravda has clipped me out of the picture

twice. I’m very angry. My father will be angry.
Mr. Korniyenko: You should try to get more to the center.
Ambassador Dobrynin: You stand too far to the right!
Dr. Kissinger: Always.
Ambassador Dobrynin: You are too modest.
Mr. Lord: An unlikely hypothesis.
Dr. Kissinger: Mr. Lord will enjoy unemployment this summer. He

will meet his family.
So, the communiqué will be unsigned and the principles will be

signed. They will be released at the same time.
Fon. Min. Gromyko: Right.

Vietnam

Dr. Kissinger: So now let us take the easy matters.
Fon. Min. Gromyko: We have a Russian proverb: Morning is wiser

than evening.
Dr. Kissinger: When I came here once in 1967 for a scientific con-

ference, I told what I thought was a Russian proverb. Someone came
running for help: “Vladimir is stuck in the mud up to his ankles!” He
was asked why is that so alarming? The answer was, “He dived in
head first.” Is that Russian?

Ambassador Dobrynin: No, it’s just an anecdote.
Dr. Kissinger: Now we discuss . . .
Fon. Min. Gromyko: How to end the war.
Dr. Kissinger: Exactly. That is the principal question.
Fon. Min. Gromyko: I would like to hear as far as possible to go.

[sic] Full progress—what should be done first, then second, and the in-
terconnection. Please be as specific as possible. A matter of prestige
should not be as important for the US, a big country. For us in such
matters we discount this aspect. It should be the same with you.

Dr. Kissinger: I understand this point about prestige. But let me
pick up the discussion.

First we believe that a useful first step would be if North Vietnam
and we on a private basis could have the sort of discussion we have
never had. As I told you before, we would be prepared to have it in
Moscow. That is if we could say honestly to each other what we must
have immediately and what we could have over a period of time. Then
we could work out concrete progress.

The overwhelming problem is to distinguish matters which can be
settled immediately and some to be left to an historical process. Some
problems solve themselves if you don’t force them to a resolution. You
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can create objective conditions. If you analyze our specific proposals
in terms of precise present conditions, they have one meaning, and they
mean another thing, in terms of other conditions. It is possible to in-
terpret our political proposal as meaning we want to preserve the pres-
ent government at all costs. It is also possible to interpret them as mean-
ing we want a military solution alone. And once we have gone, there
are new objective conditions.

We are not committed to maintaining a particular government in
South Vietnam at all costs for all eternity, as the President said. We do
not exclude that other political forces will play a large role. For this
reason, while we are prepared to discuss a political solution, this will
take a longer period. Therefore our basic idea as expressed by the Pres-
ident on May 8,4 to concentrate first on a ceasefire, is the best solution.
I know the North Vietnamese are not interested. But we would be pre-
pared as part of a ceasefire to state with the North Vietnamese some
point principles for the political future of South Vietnam, for example:

—that ultimately South Vietnam should be neutral.
—that the US will remain neutral with respect to the political

process.
—that the US is prepared to define certain limits to its military and

economic assistance as part of an overall settlement.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: Please repeat the last one.
Dr. Kissinger: The US is prepared to define certain limits to its mil-

itary and economic assistance as part of an overall settlement. In other
words, we are prepared to set some limits.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: What does military assistance involve?
Dr. Kissinger: To us, military assistance means delivery of sup-

plies, not military operations. In other words we believe the best way
to proceed is to have a ceasefire, an exchange of prisoners, and with-
drawal of American forces—together with a statement of principles on
the objectives of a settlement.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: And the sequence with respect to the cease-
fire and exchange of prisoners?

Dr. Kissinger: They should be simultaneous.
Fon. Min. Gromyko: So the exchange first.
Dr. Kissinger: Well, we could relate the exchange to the withdrawal

of forces.
Fon. Min. Gromyko: At the completion of withdrawal.
Dr. Kissinger: Well, I would have to check. There is some flexibility.
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Our judgment is that such a procedure would create new politi-
cal realities. It would remove our military forces, it would commit us
to a certain political evolution without being specific as to the compo-
sition, and it leaves the South Vietnamese to settle the political issue.
We would be prepared to participate in the solution on the basis of
these principles, but if we want to bring a rapid end to the war, this is
the way to do it. If we talk about the political composition, we will talk
until the end of the year.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: Could you be more specific with respect to
the present President and government machinery? And elections?

Dr. Kissinger: This approach I have given here is not specific. If
we wanted a more comprehensive settlement, we could have elections,
say, six months after the signature of the final document. President
Thieu would resign one month before the elections. The elections
would be run not by the government but by the electoral commissions.
The electoral commissions would begin functioning on the day the
agreement is signed, or immediately thereafter.

On these commissions each of the parties will be represented. It
will have a three-part character, with the PRG, other elements, and the
government.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: So, one-third for each.
Dr. Kissinger: Well, we would like to leave open the exact com-

position because we have not studied it. But the three-part part is es-
tablished. These commissions will have responsibility for ensuring free
elections, and should be given those functions necessary to ensure the
freedom of the elections.

One month before the elections, Thieu and his Vice President will
resign. This is our idea. In addition we are prepared to bring about an
international guarantee to ensure that these commissions have the abil-
ity to assure freedom. We are prepared to join with you and other coun-
tries to ensure this. So the electoral commission is not dependent to-
tally on the existing structure.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: What kind of international supervision?
Dr. Kissinger: Suppose we agree on an international commission.

We are prepared to have an international presence in Vietnam to en-
sure that the commission can operate freely.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: In what form?
Dr. Kissinger: Composed of countries to which both sides agree.

We are prepared to discuss it with you; we do not exclude a signifi-
cant role for the socialist countries.

We believe that the combination of our withdrawal, the public dec-
laration of principles, plus the imminent resignation of Thieu all com-
bine to produce new political conditions to ensure a freer evolution of
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political life in South Vietnam—and the more rapidly it is done the
more this is true.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: About your latest measures. The mines, etc.
Is it correct to suppose that the abolition of all this will be first, before
a ceasefire?

Dr. Kissinger: It will be simultaneous with the ceasefire. As soon
as all these are agreed, we will stop military operations.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: Not before.
Dr. Kissinger: Not before. The first step after a ceasefire. And we

are prepared, as soon as a ceasefire is signed, to help sweep the mines
or at least give advice on how to do it.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: In a ceasefire, do you provide for the possi-
bility of no formal agreement or an “in-fact”? Must it be solemn and
formal?

Dr. Kissinger: At the moment, we are thinking of a formal one. 
I am thinking out loud: we cannot accept delphic assurances of the
ambiguous type the North Vietnamese specialize in—but if we 
received a formal assurance from you, that is something we would
take extremely seriously. It depends on the form, but we do not ex-
clude it.

We prefer a formal agreement. It is easier for us, and we think that
is what we should aim for.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: What is the place for a transitory [sic] coali-
tion government?

Dr. Kissinger: Of course, in some respect the electoral commission
represents a form of coalition.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: Of course it is limited to the election.
Dr. Kissinger: But for a month before the election, there is only a

caretaker government. We do not exclude a coalition emerging from
the election.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: Before the election, it is a commission.
Dr. Kissinger: But before the election, we do not exclude giving

the electoral commission a somewhat greater role. It would be better
if left somewhat vague. But that is a subject for more precise negotia-
tion. I am giving you only a perspective now.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: The international status of the government,
neutrality. At what point would it be expressed?

Dr. Kissinger: I repeat, at the ceasefire, the US is prepared to state
certain principles. One is that the government that emerges from the
process will be neutral.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: Only the US Government? That is one-
sided.
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Dr. Kissinger: We are prepared to say it can be agreed by all par-
ties. The way we are phrasing it is “a foreign policy in accordance with
the 1954 Geneva Accords.”5 As we said,

(1) The US will support no candidate and remain completely neu-
tral in the election.

(2) The US will abide by the outcome of the election and of any
other political process the South Vietnamese device by themselves. We
will state this unilaterally.

(3) The US is prepared to define its military and economic rela-
tions with any government that exists in South Vietnam as part of an
overall settlement.

We are prepared, together with these unilateral principles, to pro-
pose that South Vietnam and the other countries of Indochina should
adopt a foreign policy consistent with the 1954 Geneva Accords, and
secondly, that reunification should be decided by North and South
Vietnam without outside interference. This is from Madame Binh’s 7
points.6 I think they will accept their own point.

I repeat, Mr. Foreign Minister, they will of course be suspicious.
Fon. Min. Gromyko: The Vietnamese?
Dr. Kissinger: The North Vietnamese. I sometimes say they are

more afraid of being deceived than of being defeated. I can only say
that if we gave you these assurances, we would face the consequences
of not only deceiving them but of deceiving you, with whom we are
trying to start a new relationship.

Secondly, any observer of the American scene will confirm that the
US is not looking for excuses to reenter Indochina. Therefore the prob-
lem is to find ways to create new political conditions.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: Which elements of what you have said are
unknown to the Vietnamese?

Dr. Kissinger: The explanation is unknown, the rationale of what
we are trying to do, is unknown to them. They know only the formal
points. Secondly, we have never related our political proposals to our
May 8 proposal. We have never related the ceasefire to the political
process of May 8 before.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: Separately, but not in interdependent form.
Dr. Kissinger: Another new element: we are prepared to have the

release of POWs related to the withdrawal.
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Fon. Min. Gromyko: Now, release and troops, completion of one
and completion of the other.

Dr. Kissinger: Right. But the beginning of the process should be
simultaneous.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: From the movement of the signing of the
agreement.

Dr. Kissinger: Right.
Fon. Min. Gromyko: On the calendar, say, June to October.
Dr. Kissinger: By the end of October, all our forces would be out,

and all our prisoners would be released. Of course, if we begin in June,
it all slips by a month.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: May I ask, is it possible for you to meet offi-
cially? Maybe it is a matter of prestige. They are a small country. Sup-
pose they are reluctant for an informal meeting, why not make this of-
ficially first? If official, then it is made easier.

Dr. Kissinger: First, the North Vietnamese have a tendency to give
the impression they are doing us a great favor to meet privately.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: Maybe you are right. But it is only a part of
this matter of prestige.

Dr. Kissinger: They always say they are meeting with a spirit of
goodwill. I ask how this is manifest; they say by coming here. There-
fore I don’t consider it a concession.

Secondly, if there is a public meeting without any assurances of
what will happen, it is exactly foreseeable what will happen: after two
or three, we will walk out again.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: You miss one thing. You cannot negotiate that
way. It is almost unpalatable for your vis-à-vis to agree beforehand
what the outcome will be. They are a small country. Even a small coun-
try cannot accept preconditions for a meeting. The Ivory Coast,
Guatemala.

Dr. Kissinger: Our condition is not that they accept what we pro-
pose but that they discuss what we propose. They put forward 7 or 9
points and refuse to discuss anything else. It is they who impose con-
ditions. They say, be more concrete. What does “more concrete” mean?
It means to accept their 7 points.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: Suppose we tell the Vietnamese of our dis-
cussion here in Moscow, and we decide both sides’ proposals will be
discussed. Suppose we say the only precondition of the Americans is
that their proposals should not be excluded from the discussion. If they
are told both sides are free to submit. . . .

Dr. Kissinger: They never refuse our right to submit them, they re-
fuse to discuss them. They say the only correct solution is the 7 points
of the PRG and the two amendments of February.
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Fon. Min. Gromyko: But you did it the same way, perhaps, but
without the gestures?

Dr. Kissinger: No, there are some of theirs we can accept. The way
to negotiate seriously is to put ours next to theirs and see what can be
reconciled.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: But what matters is the outcome of the meet-
ing. Suppose they are polite and the form is good.

Dr. Kissinger: May I make a counterproposal? Let them be im-
polite and be willing to discuss our 8 points! There should be a real 
negotiation.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: What if they reject discussing your propos-
als but out of the discussion something emerges that reaches an un-
derstanding? It should be discussed, but the matter of prestige and
form is disproportionate.

Dr. Kissinger: That isn’t the issue. In 149 meetings, nothing seri-
ous has happened, neither procedure nor substance. I understand their
strategy—which has now failed. They are trying to bring such a sense
of hopelessness in the US that it will undermine the President in the
US They want to use the plenaries to create the impression of total
deadlock and to generate tremendous pressures on us to yield. But it
is too late for that now.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: For 27 years the US and USSR exchanged
notes and messages with plenty of “eagles” [hawks?] and with West
Germany. But suddenly the treaty is reached. Each note had plenty of
“eagles.” Why do you exclude that?

Dr. Kissinger: But the big difference is that there is a war going
on. If we have a ceasefire, we would be delighted to negotiate for 27
years on the political future.

We cannot tolerate any longer that they are directing their entire
policy against the domestic structure of the United States. It is not pres-
tige but substance.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: You exaggerate, to say it is directed against
the Presidency as an institution and the domestic structure.

Dr. Kissinger: If there is a possibility of serious negotiations, if you
said to us that on the basis of these considerations—not that they ac-
cept every detail—but that this framework is of interest to them, then
we are prepared to resume.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: What if at the meetings both sides are free to
submit proposals? Don’t take every statement they take seriously.

Dr. Kissinger: When we were in Moscow in April, we accepted
your proposal not to make this a question of prestige. There were two
plenaries and a private meeting. They used the plenary—after press-
ing for six weeks—to make a statement they could make unilaterally
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but which the plenary gives them a forum for. Then at the private meet-
ing, they only read the published text of the two points. I asked if there
was anything new. They insisted on them in the private meeting in the
form of an ultimatum. I would have preferred—I will tell you my strat-
egy—that they had something new. They didn’t think we would take
strong military measures. They wanted to create the impression of
deadlock, to create pressures in the US, to repeat 1968. You know, if
you want to keep negotiations going it is easy to offer something to
create the right impression—you can always say you have something
to explore. They were determined to break up the meeting on May 2.7

Fon. Min. Gromyko: This is all in the past. What if we could tell
them the Americans are ready to take part in the full meeting but only
if both sides’ proposals can be discussed?

Dr. Kissinger: If they want to settle quickly, the private sessions
are the best. The White House is in the best position to do it. We are
the party to talk to. We give Porter his instructions. It is not just more
authority, but we are more flexible than the bureaucracy can possibly
be, and I hope more farsighted.

I am not looking for an excuse to break up the private meetings
but to keep them going.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: If official meetings take place, it is much eas-
ier then to have a private meeting.

Dr. Kissinger: Why?
Fon. Min. Gromyko: It is a matter of prestige. It is easier for you

to give way.
Dr. Kissinger: No, you are wrong. Right now the meetings are sus-

pended. We are in a defensible position. If we meet again and nothing
happens, we will be under fire. We will be criticized in the US for hav-
ing missed an opportunity, etc. Last year, we were attacked for six
months. We are in a good position. It is a matter of protecting our pub-
lic position, not just prestige. We will negotiate if they give us some
perspective.

If they are serious, why don’t they say they are ready to talk pri-
vately? We will go immediately to the plenary sessions.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: It stops on the same spot. We cannot under-
stand that: “Tell us in advance that you are serious.” To us it is tanta-
mount to saying they have to accept your position first.

Dr. Kissinger: We are not asking that. We are asking for a private
meeting to discuss what the plenaries will discuss.
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Fon. Min. Gromyko: I hope you don’t mean in advance of the 
meetings.

Dr. Kissinger: They don’t have to agree to our proposal. Just an
approximate agenda should be agreed to, and an approximate proce-
dure. Then we would go to a plenary.

What is your opinion?
Fon. Min. Gromyko: Formalization creates additional difficulties.

I would say to them, first, of what you said yesterday and today. With
respect to official meetings, the Americans are ready having in mind
that the two sides are free to submit suggestions and both sides’ sug-
gestions will be considered and discussed. Under such conditions the
US agrees. This is what we would say. In our opinion, we think if you
have an official meeting—it is difficult to imagine it is not possible—a
more favorable opportunity would be created for the closed meeting
as well.

Dr. Kissinger: I absolutely reject the proposition that we have to
pay any price for a private meeting.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: It is not a price.
Dr. Kissinger: It is more of a sacrifice for me. If they are interested

in settling the war quickly, the most efficient method is to discuss with
me privately.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: Let us not talk about the unofficial, only the
official.

Dr. Kissinger: What do you think their position is?
Fon. Min. Gromyko: On the basis of their statements, we have the

impression that they consider that their proposals will be the basis of
discussion. The idea of both sides having equal status has not entered
their ideas. This would be something important. There will be light.

Dr. Kissinger: Last time, after my visit to Moscow and after our
agreement to resume the plenaries, there was a great statement from
Hanoi that this was a great victory for the progressive forces, and de-
feat for the US.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: Suppose you were “defeated”? A “great vic-
tory” undermining the US!

Dr. Kissinger: This is an impossible procedure. If we accepted this
framework—could we agree that neither side will claim a victory and
both sides will say publicly that the purpose of the meeting is to dis-
cuss the positions of each side?

Fon. Min. Gromyko: To agree on this.
Dr. Kissinger: I am just pessimistic. It is impossible for them to win

militarily, it is impossible for them to accomplish their domestic ob-
jectives in the US, it is impossible for them to succeed in this negoti-
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ating strategy. Moreover, they will be worse off in November, after the
election. What we are asking is no ultimatum. We ask only that we dis-
cuss it with them in the most efficient forum, in the only forum where
we can talk and rapidly and where we are alone with them. It is hard
to discuss the replacement of the Government in a forum with that
government.

With respect to the plenaries, we ask first that they stop using them
for propaganda and second, that they seriously examine our propos-
als and we will seriously examine theirs.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: Whose position is propaganda is a matter of
opinion. Who is the judge?

Dr. Kissinger: You will presumably communicate our proposal to
them.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: But we want a ray of light.
Dr. Kissinger: Obviously if there is any chance, we are eager to ne-

gotiate. We want to negotiate seriously in an efficient forum.
Fon. Min. Gromyko: Can we say we have agreed with the Amer-

icans that they will consider the plenaries if both sides can freely sub-
mit proposals and both will be discussed?

Dr. Kissinger: Can you explain to me. Why are they so eager for
the official meetings?

Fon. Min. Gromyko: I can’t say with 100% certainty.
Dr. Kissinger: But you must have an idea. You must have thought

about it. For three and a half years there have been plenary meetings
and not one issue has been settled.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: Why is it so important? Why do you insist
on this?

Dr. Kissinger: Because the breakup of the meetings will be a seri-
ous political fact.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: But it is you who break up the meetings.
Dr. Kissinger: They will barrage us with ambiguous statements.

Last year I saw Le Duc Tho on June 26 and he had 9 points. Four days
later they published their 7 points. All summer long they kept attack-
ing us publicly for not responding to their proposals, five of which we
had already accepted. We had constantly to defend ourselves before
Congress and the newspapers. You never did this when we negotiated
on Berlin or anything else.

Fon. Min. Gromyko: Suppose we contact them, in a positive form,
that if you agree to attend the official meetings, they would agree that
each side’s proposals will be discussed. If both sides’ ideas are dis-
cussed in the meeting, the problem of strings attached is taken care of.

Dr. Kissinger: How can we avoid the problem we went through
before?
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Fon. Min. Gromyko: They will answer in the course of the meet-
ing. This interval is being used for thinking, by them and by you. How
can you say in advance what will happen?

Dr. Kissinger: It is one thing if they said to us, we want to settle
quickly; then it is only a question of efficiency—how to do it most ef-
fectively. That’s one way. But if they make out of the fact of the meet-
ings itself another political confrontation, that is another matter.
Frankly, their strategy has failed. They cannot win militarily. They can-
not defeat us politically, and we will be in a stronger position after No-
vember. That is our assessment. We want to settle the war. We have no
interest in its continuation. We have no permanent interests [involved],
and it hampers our relations with you and other countries.

One aspect of the plenaries—if we resume them and fail, we will
be attacked in America for having been fooled again by you. As your
Ambassador knows, this happened last time. I don’t believe we were
fooled, but it is one of the criticisms that were made. I believe you were
sincere. Why would you have an interest in doing something that will
be found out in two weeks?

[The President called Dr. Kissinger and there was a ten minute
break, from 12:45–12:55 p.m.]

Dr. Kissinger: We have now solved the problem of how to men-
tion Mr. Brezhnev in the speech.

We believe the war must be ended rapidly. And therefore we have
no interest in delaying the negotiations. But we have had a difficult ex-
perience. Vietnam is more difficult for us than Berlin is for you because
Vietnam is an active major concern to many Americans day in and day
out. I can assure you that as soon as North Vietnam indicates it is will-
ing to settle, we will move—the Ambassador tells me “generously” is
a bad word in Russian—in a forthcoming spirit.

Let me repeat my view, which I have to check with the President: If
the other side confirms that both sides’ programs will be discussed—and
if they do so in a way that gives us confidence, we don’t exclude a return
to the plenaries. There are provisos. If they are determined to make prop-
aganda statements, I tell you frankly—they must choose between dealing
with our public domestic situation, with our opponents, or dealing with
the Government. If the former, it is unacceptable. If the latter, we are pre-
pared. If they attempt to create pressures, we will deal with the pressures.
If they keep quiet for a few weeks, a return to the plenaries is not ex-
cluded—especially if the assurances come through a government we take
very seriously, such as yours. Another thing—last time, as soon as we
agreed to a plenary, they started three offensives. This would not be help-
ful. But we do not exclude the plenaries in the framework we discussed.

[At 1:00 p.m., Mr. Sonnenfeldt, Mr. Negroponte, and Mr. Korniyenko
left. After a break, discussion resumed on the Middle East.]
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293. Memorandum of Conversation1

Moscow, May 28, 1972, 1–2:45 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Andrei A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR
Anatoli F. Dobrynin, Ambassador to the USA
Mr. Bratchikov, Interpreter

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Winston Lord, Special Assistant to Dr. Kissinger
Peter W. Rodman, NSC Staff Member (notetaker)

SUBJECTS

Basic Principles (briefly at beginning); Middle East

[This conversation was a continuation, in a more restricted group,
of the meeting which had begun at 10:45 a.m.]2

Basic Principles

Foreign Minister Gromyko: [Sampling the food on the table]:
Down with cheese, long live caviar!

Dr. Kissinger: We should put that into the Principles.
I received more presents from the Soviet Foreign Ministry for my

birthday than from the US State Department.
Mr. Gromyko: I will say nothing on the US Foreign Office because

non-interference is one of our principles.
Dr. Kissinger: Concretely, how do we proceed now on the com-

muniqué?
Mr. Gromyko: Verification should take place. Meanwhile, I will

show it to Mr. Brezhnev.
Dr. Kissinger: The Principles are essentially agreed.
Mr. Gromyko: I have some comments on your document on the

Middle East. [The US draft, “Basic Provisions for a Final Settlement,”
handed to Brezhnev by the President, May 26, at Tab A.]3

Dr. Kissinger: Before we get to the Middle East, there is one point
I meant to make. On the first page of the Principles it says, “to make
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every effort to remove the threat of nuclear war.” Why only nuclear
war? Why not “war”? We have put nuclear war into the second Prin-
ciple. I recommend we eliminate “nuclear” here.

Mr. Gromyko: The idea is different. They should correspond. It is
not repetition.

Dr. Kissinger: But we want to remove the threat of war altogether.
Mr. Gromyko: You said it was a good bridge to the next part.
Dr. Kissinger: Right, that’s why we put it into the second Princi-

ple. You want to have a conventional war?
Mr. Gromyko: It seems to me it is all right as it now stands.
Dr. Kissinger: I’ll talk again to the President. He called my atten-

tion to it. If it’s a problem I will get in touch with you through your
Foreign Office.

Mr. Gromyko: In the second Principle it is your suggestion; maybe
remove it there.

Dr. Kissinger: Maybe. Let me check with the President.
Mr. Gromyko: You would prefer to remove it from the Preamble?
Dr. Kissinger: Yes.
Mr. Gromyko: Let’s do it tentatively, and I will check.

Middle East4

Mr. Gromyko: Now, may I ask some questions?
Dr. Kissinger: Sure.
Mr. Gromyko: How do you visualize the matter of the sequence

of different steps relative to a settlement? We always stressed the im-
portance to approach this in such a way that any final settlement should
embrace all matters, and should be interdependent. Frankly, we don’t
see the possibility of another approach. It is very unrealistic to sepa-
rate out. It is not just us, but the Arabs feel this way.
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served if the status quo was maintained until either the Soviets modified their stand or
moderate Arab states turned to us for a solution based on progress through attainable
stages.” (White House Years, pp. 1246–1247)
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The other question, the crucial one, is Israeli withdrawal. You gave
a formula, a little more flexible than before, but charged with the same
content as before. What do you mean by this? When we speak, we
mean withdrawal from all occupied territory. But if, for example, Jor-
dan wants to make small corrections, that is another matter.

The third question relates to the personnel of Israel, observers,
presence—Sharm el-Sheikh and Gaza are the two points mentioned
specifically. It creates troubles. The security of Israel is not secured by
the presence of troops. I think this proposal is meant—not intentions
but objectively—it would create obstacles. We think we should take a
more objective position on this. In Gaza, specifically, the suggestion is
that Israel should take part in the observers; Sharm el-Sheikh is the
same.

Jerusalem in fact is excluded from the general settlement because
it is said that it is to be negotiated bilaterally between Jordan and Is-
rael. How long will it take? It is not only a matter of interest to Jordan
but to all Arab countries. We are not interested in that from the point
of view of religion.

Dr. Kissinger: That accusation has not even been made by the 
Israelis!

Mr. Gromyko: Demilitarized zones can be established by mutual
acceptance, on both sides of the border in each case. To be specific, I
would like to put a question with respect to the Golan Heights.

Observers of the UN at Sharm el-Sheikh would be all right, prefer-
ably limited to a certain period according to a decision of the UN Se-
curity Council.

International guarantees: We stand for the most effective that could
be imagined.

The refugees problem must be solved. It may be hard, but if the
principal questions are solved, I don’t think this will be a bottleneck.

The ceasefire is not a problem as part of the settlement, if an un-
derstanding is reached.

The process of negotiations between the sides—it seems to be
meant as bilaterally—we don’t think this will work.

On the last point, the vote of the Soviet Union and the US, when
I was in Washington we had a certain idea of working out a basic un-
derstanding on principles. We spoke of withdrawal from all territories;
no one told me it was unacceptable. To divide all into parts, confiden-
tial and public, to take into account your internal situation, including
elections—When I came back and told Mr. Brezhnev, he said it was a
good idea to work out. The President here at his last meeting here in
Moscow said it is OK to work out, then he made the remark that it will
not work.
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Dr. Kissinger: To answer the last question first: If we are to pro-
ceed on this basis, we have to be scrupulously honest with each other
or else it is a complete mess.

I have always told your Ambassador of our contacts with the Is-
raelis. I spoke with the Israelis on the general ideas of a settlement, not
about specifics. I did it this way: I said, we are going to the Summit.
Each side is free to state whatever problems it wishes. It is probable
that the Middle East will be raised. In order to prepare the President,
I needed their views. I did not tell them of any specific proposals or
negotiations. I just said, if Brezhnev or Gromyko raised a proposal, we
would want to know the Israeli attitude. They do not know this pro-
posal, and it would be an enormous embarrassment, to put it mildly,
if they found out. I want to make some very special precautions.

The second purpose I have is to elicit from them some specific
propositions. The President has to know what they really want in
Sinai—this doesn’t mean we will support them—it probably would be
less than they now have. That is, if they say they want half of Sinai,
we don’t have to start at the Canal. The Israelis have confidence in me,
but this does not have Israel’s approval.

What is our general conception? This is more important than Is-
raeli approval. You have my complete assurance we won’t discuss it
with the Israelis unless it is with your advance approval. We may dis-
cuss general ideas, with respect to Rogers, etc., but nothing concrete.
If they find we are talking concretely with you, they will start a tremen-
dous publicity campaign.

Let me give you our analysis. Candidly, the previous negotiations
between you and Rogers and Sisco failed because they dealt with theo-
ries, not with what concretely could happen. We expended all our cap-
ital debating theory with Israel. Therefore it is better to be as concrete as
possible, and relate to events that could in fact occur. In addition to their
theoretical nature, the difficulty with previous proposals was that they
involved propositions we know Israel would never accept.

Our paper [at Tab A] represents our judgment of what it is possi-
ble to impel Israel to accept—with pressure, but without war. Your pa-
per Israel could be made to accept only with war. The Arabs cannot
defeat Israel. Maybe you could. (The Israelis don’t accept that.) There-
fore we are trying to find a position which—it would be very diffi-
cult—but which could be possibly made by a cutoff of military aid and
other pressures. We will not give Israel a veto over our actions, but we
will keep in mind those things that would make them so desperate that
they would accept only with a war.

My judgment is they only want to keep about half of Sinai, a good
part of the West Bank, and all—most of the Golan Heights. So this pa-
per, difficult as it may be for you, is very difficult for Israel.
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[More caviar was served.]
Mr. Gromyko: My questions are, how to understand.
Dr. Kissinger: Let me continue my analysis for a moment. I un-

derstand that it practically will not be possible to separate the problem
into parts, but it is intellectually possible to look at it in different ways.
I have the impression—it may turn out to be wrong—that perhaps the
Jordan-Israel part could be settled, even directly. We have not exploited
all the possibilities we think we have to promote it, because of our dis-
cussions. I have the impression from our discussions that you prefer
the Jordan-Israel part to come second or concurrently.

Mr. Gromyko: Very preferable.
Dr. Kissinger: So I put that aside.
The problem of Egypt is more difficult, because of the very strong

Israeli security interest. Probably Golan Heights is the most difficult of
the three.

Egypt. As I understand the real Israeli position, not the formal one,
Israel probably wants about two-fifths of the peninsula and in the form
of annexation. This has been made pretty clear to me now. They be-
lieve they must have the military possibilities this gives them for their
defense. We don’t agree to the principle of annexation at all—except
for some minor things, if to make negotiation easier. To them, the po-
sition of Sharm el-Sheikh and other territory is quite central. After five
months, they finally showed me a map. It was not unambitious.

Our general strategy is to find a possibility perhaps of avoiding the
formal territorial issue by dividing the problem into several components:
first [dividing] the principle of where Egyptian sovereignty should be
legally from where it is exercised, and using some ideas we have, for ex-
ample the interim settlement as a first step, to be followed by other steps
over a long period of time, therefore the idea of security zones.

I recognize the obstacle of this somewhat unilateral definition of
security. But once sovereignty is defined, the evolution will be set, and
one can visualize the retreat of the Israeli presence across Sinai—
whereas today one sees Israel permanently on the Suez Canal. I see no
possibility now of Egypt, even with your equipment, driving Israel
back. Should we not therefore try to promote a gradual withdrawal
across Sinai?

Mr. Gromyko: Gradually, as provided in a possible eventual 
settlement.

Dr. Kissinger: Exactly. With provisions with respect to security
zones that would last longer than other provisions.

In regard to the Golan Heights, we must be honest. Perhaps we
can use ideas from the Egyptian-Israeli settlement, but I know the Is-
raelis won’t allow Syria to come up without war.
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We would be prepared to work with you to go through these two
papers point by point to see what we could agree on, to see if it is pos-
sible to work out a process of getting something started and to give it
concrete definition.

Mr. Gromyko: Something started in the sense of an agreement, or
physical action?

Dr. Kissinger: Both.
Mr. Gromyko: Agreement should take place first.
Dr. Kissinger: Agreement between all parties, or between us?
Mr. Gromyko: Between us, then to convince the parties.
Dr. Kissinger: Total Israeli withdrawal in the sense of an ultimate

objective is one thing, but it is not a practical thing without war in the
immediate future, in my judgment. This has been my position consist-
ently with your Ambassador since the beginning. We are looking for a
way for the Arabs to get in the interim period three-quarters of what
they want, and leave one-quarter for later.

Of these points here, many are soluble. Withdrawal and security
are tough ones. Refugees, the Canal, demilitarized zones, end to the
state of belligerency—all these are soluble.

Mr. Gromyko: If the Golan Heights are left aside, I don’t see 
how . . .

Dr. Kissinger: Perhaps the principle of security zones could be
adapted to the Golan Heights, in the sense of dividing the issue of sov-
ereignty from some form of military reassurance to Israel.

Mr. Gromyko: Demilitarized zones?
Dr. Kissinger: The Israelis have three or four nahals, they call them,

semi-military settlements.
Amb. Dobrynin: How do you visualize this paper? The Minister

was in Washington; we would like to work out an agreement with you.
But this is more detailed than we talked. Now you split in two parts—
first, you begin to recognize the principle of total withdrawal, and sec-
ond, you try to divide sovereignty from presence. The second part does
or does not imply total withdrawal? Will our agreement be an overall
settlement, or an interim settlement that does not include the princi-
ple of overall withdrawal? If the latter, it will not be acceptable, you
understand. Do you have an idea of the timing? Three to four years?
Just to give us some idea.

Dr. Kissinger: I want a stupid Russian Ambassador—and Minis-
ter too. Those are very good questions, Anatol. As for the time frame,
I would like to think about it a little more. I can see you cannot go to
the Arabs without extraordinary difficulty and say, “You can only get
three-quarters.” Therefore we have thought of the possible solution of
separating sovereignty from security in special areas—with the expec-
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tation that continuation of the discussion of security is almost inher-
ent in the definition of sovereignty.

It is easier to accept the principle of total withdrawal if it is cou-
pled with the security concept in some of the more disputed areas.
What the Arabs would get in the immediate future is a very favorable
change in the existing situation.

Ambassador Dobrynin: You have no timetable in your own mind?
Dr. Kissinger: I was thinking of withdrawal over the next year or

two in the security zones, then in the next years . . .
Amb. Dobrynin: Security zones is a completely new issue.
Dr. Kissinger: I recognize that.
Mr. Gromyko: Let’s approach the matter as follows: we think the

separation of one question—Syria, Jordan—will not work. The Arabs
will not agree; the Soviet Union will not agree. We think it won’t work.
Second, we think it is difficult and impossible to separate the question
of sovereignty from security. It is impossible to agree to the presence
of Israeli personnel on any Arab territory. International personnel is a
different matter. In your paper, there are two places, Sharm el-Sheikh
and Gaza.

On withdrawal, now you use language that is more flexible.
We don’t think presence is really a matter of security for Israel.

They want a prize. The Arabs and we share this view. A principle is
involved.

We are not just a distant observer. We—and you—have an inter-
est in principles; that is why we had an agreement on Principles. So it
is not just a matter of acceptability or unacceptability to the Arabs. It
is intolerable to us to accept the principle of territorial aggrandizement,
annexation.

Dr. Kissinger: Let me ask you this. Suppose we do not agree. What
do you imagine will happen.

Mr. Gromyko: I don’t know, but to a great extent, without its be-
ing under control from a distant influence, by the US and USSR, our
leaders will go to bed not knowing what the next day will bring. All
good things produced from the President’s visit will be weakened to
a great extent by the course of events, and our relations may be thrown
back if war results. I informed Mr. Brezhnev of my conversations in
Washington; he said it would be extremely good if we could agree.

Dr. Kissinger: That is our position.
Mr. Gromyko: The President said, “If we two agree, there will be

an agreement.”
Dr. Kissinger: Of course, I don’t believe the President ever agreed

to any specific solution. That is why we want to find a solution that
can be implemented.
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Mr. Gromyko: He said very strongly that, if the United States and
the Soviet Union agree, then we will solve it.

Dr. Kissinger: Yes, but that didn’t mean he was going to agree to
total withdrawal as the only possible solution.

But what I am wondering is if it isn’t possible for us to start a
process that continues. Why is it desirable to the Arabs to have Israel
stay everywhere until an agreement is reached for total withdrawal?
Why is it not better to start?

Mr. Gromyko: But what will be the end? It is one thing to start
from concrete things; it is a different thing to start from the idea that
the start should be part of the whole. It may be hard, physically, to take
all the steps at the same time. It is quite possible to take one step first,
for instance the Canal settlement.

Dr. Kissinger: Over what period?
Mr. Gromyko: That is the subject of the agreement. The question

of the duration of the interim settlement is another matter to discuss.
The Suez Canal could be one of the first matters to be taken up phys-
ically, in practice. But each step should have its place in a worked-out
schedule.

Dr. Kissinger: You have any approximate idea?
Mr. Gromyko: It depends on when we can start. Anyway it should

be limited to a number of months. Not days, of course, maybe not
weeks. We cannot understand Israel one iota. If they say security, se-
curity lies through understanding, a political decision. That is security.

Dr. Kissinger: It depends on both.
Amb. Dobrynin: What is our timetable? When the Minister was in

Washington, the timetable was the beginning of next year. Then it was
the first half of next year.

Dr. Kissinger: If we reach an understanding that we believe can
be sold to the Israelis with great pressure—then it doesn’t make a great
difference. We would have to allow a certain number of months; it is
a question of months, not a matter of principle. But if one concludes
that there are some issues that can’t be resolved immediately but have
to be left for later, then it will take a more extended period.

Amb. Dobrynin: With the President, we had an understanding
with respect to the first approach, not two approaches.

Dr. Kissinger: I discussed with the Minister only hypothetically
how an agreement would be implemented. I did not agree to his pro-
posal so that then the only thing left was implementation. In fact, we
then had a long discussion of whether the problem was soluble. I un-
derstand what the Minister has in mind—early 1973. If it is not possi-
ble on that basis, we could reach a substantial accomplishment in 1973
but leave some part for a longer period.
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Foreign Minister Gromyko: You mean on the basis of an agree-
ment? The last half of 1973?

Dr. Kissinger: I mean to answer Anatol’s question about how long
would the security zones exist. I gave one possible answer.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: How would you summarize, trying to
be as specific as possible?

Dr. Kissinger: There is some disagreement on the subject of with-
drawal, partly on the issue of principle but largely on the issue of prac-
ticality. One way to proceed would be to go through these two papers
provision-by-provision over the next weeks and months, and when that
is completed, to see what is left. Another approach is to recognize that
there are differences on that point. Do we then have to decide that noth-
ing can be done? But a substantial part of the withdrawal issue we are
agreed upon. We could get that done. To change the legal basis of what
remains would be a major change in the situation.

That is the way it looks to me at this moment.
I do not think war is the solution. It will just exacerbate the situ-

ation and leave it unresolved.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: Tension too is undesirable.
Dr. Kissinger: Yes, it is undesirable, also because it will hurt our

relations. Though the Israelis will probably not attack, because they
have what they want.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: Can you exclude war?
Dr. Kissinger: No. War is possible in the Middle East. I agree with

you.
We believe that on the great majority of the issues we and you

agree. We do not care where the Israeli border is; frankly, Soviet secu-
rity isn’t affected by where the Egyptian border is. But we can go up
to a certain point in the pressures we could put. I can assure you this
paper would create an explosion in Jerusalem.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: If submitted in Israel?
Dr. Kissinger: Yes. When we are thinking of a security zone in Sinai,

we are thinking only of two bases; they are thinking of a line.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: On what can we agree here?
Dr. Kissinger: May I recommend this? That we work together on

both these papers and see how much we can make joint. I think four
or five can be. On what remains, we can make a great effort. Maybe
our leaders can be in contact, or when I come in September, or when
you come at the end of September or both, we can make this the prin-
cipal item on the agenda.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: It looks like we cannot sign here a lim-
ited number of principles on which we agree?
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Dr. Kissinger: For example?
Foreign Minister Gromyko: Withdrawal from all occupied 

territories.
Dr. Kissinger: I don’t think in the time remaining. It is unlikely.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: That each part of the settlement is con-

sidered part of the whole.
Dr. Kissinger: That we could possibly agree to. It is not excluded.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: Third, we don’t exclude the possibil-

ity of UN personnel at Sharm el-Sheikh and demilitarized zones. Could
we say withdrawal from all occupied territories between Jordan and
Israel according to mutual agreement?

Dr. Kissinger: In what form do you mean agreement here? In the
communiqué?

Foreign Minister Gromyko: Maybe in the communiqué, maybe
outside, two, three, four—five is better—principles which would facil-
itate further discussion, including the possible September meeting you
mentioned.

Dr. Kissinger: We have no trouble about many of these things. The
interrelationships between these, it depends on how you interpret
them. If Jordan and Israel came to a separate agreement, how would
you interpret the application of this principle?

Foreign Minister Gromyko: We think it is difficult for Jordan. You
are right that [it can be] either at the same time or otherwise, but as
part of the whole. The agreement should include parts but as parts of
a whole. The order of carrying them out is another matter. Jordan
should be a part.

About withdrawal, suppose it was a principle on which we
agreed? Even in general. Annexation, as you said. As grounds for fur-
ther discussion.

Dr. Kissinger: We have stated our position in here [in the paper].
What form do you envision? A paper to be signed?
Foreign Minister Gromyko: It could be formal, informal. It would

be the best kind of paper to sign.
Dr. Kissinger: That is impossible.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: As some basis for further conver-

sation. Something that could be squeezed from our paper and your 
paper.

Amb. Dobrynin: For example, that both sides agree no annexation.
Dr. Kissinger: I know. But it depends on what annexation means.

It is agreed that annexation would not be acceptable. We have said we
are in favor of withdrawal and that boundary changes should be by
mutual agreement.
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Foreign Minister Gromyko: Would you say minor changes, and
mention the inadmissibility of annexation? Or the principle of parts of
a whole?

Dr. Kissinger: The only thing is, we, again, have done nothing to
promote a settlement between Israel and Jordan, even though we had
possibilities. What if they agreed? Would it be precluded by our un-
derstanding? I want to understand what you mean by these principles.

If it is a work program, saying what we will work on, that is one
thing. But if we are to undertake an obligation, it is another. We have
not promoted an Israeli-Jordanian settlement, but it is something else
to oblige us to prevent it.

Foreign Minister Gromyko: Say an agreement, to be signed.
Dr. Kissinger: I can assure you it won’t be signed.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: An understanding that the two sides

agree on the inadmissibility of annexation.
Dr. Kissinger: What if they [Israel and Jordan] agree?
Foreign Minister Gromyko: The second principle, if the two sides

want to make minor adjustments. . . . We may have Jordan in mind, but
may not mention particular parties.

Third, settlements among the parties—Israel and Egypt, Israel and
Jordan, Israel and Syria—should be considered in context, and a set-
tlement between any two should be considered part of a whole. At the
same time, concrete actions to carry out the agreement could take place
according to a specially-worked-out schedule. This should be worked
out in a settlement.

Duration: If we agree on this, it’s still better. We do not mention
the time now. It should be filled out. The subjects are of course linked.
I think this is better for the American side. All the parts need not 
be implemented at the same time, on the first day. First a Suez Canal
opening, then some security arrangement, demilitarized zones, UN
personnel, to be decided on a mutually acceptable basis, on an equal
basis.

Dr. Kissinger: If you have 100 kilometers on each side, all of Israel
will be demilitarized!

Foreign Minister Gromyko: It will be subject to future specification.
Dr. Kissinger: What would be the status of such principles? Some-

thing we have agreed to work with, you and us, or something we are
obliged to work with on the parties?

Foreign Minister Gromyko: Something for us to work with. Then,
the Soviet-American team would work. From your side, one brilliant
person; from our side, we will have what we have!

Dr. Kissinger: You don’t commit yourself to producing a brilliant
person!
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Foreign Minister Gromyko: We are modest people.
Dr. Kissinger: I would like to think about this. Can we meet after

dinner, 8:30, 9:00?
Foreign Minister Gromyko: 8:30 better.
Dr. Kissinger: I should listen to the President’s speech. The speech

is at 8:30. We will meet at 9:15. Here?
Foreign Minister Gromyko: Here.
Dr. Kissinger: All right.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: St. Catherine’s is too big.
Dr. Kissinger: I like the architecture. I’m going to rebuild the Sit-

uation Room.
Foreign Minister Gromyko: If anyone in Moscow now tried to

build something like that [St. Catherine’s], he would be severely rep-
rimanded by our Central Committee!

Dr. Kissinger: I brought Anatol to the Situation Room. Our secu-
rity people had a heart attack.

At 9:15 here, we can finish up the communiqué and see where we
stand on this. It gives me a chance to talk to the President.

[The meeting then adjourned.]

294. Editorial Note

In his diary entry for May 28, 1972, White House Chief of Staff
H.R. Haldeman recorded that President Nixon “got into some discus-
sion of plans during the day—of his plans for the TV tonight, seems
to have that in pretty good shape. And then back again to the return
statement. He’s still thinking, or he was still thinking about the two
options of either the Congress or the White House lawn. Then it oc-
curred to him that he could do the thing in the East Room, with the
Congressional leaders, and invite the rest of Congressional, Cabinet,
Joint Chiefs, and so on, and drum up all the advantages of Congress,
without the attendant disadvantages, so that’s the basis on which we’re
working at this point. He’s spending most of the day holed up in his
own quarters, presumably working on the speech for tonight, it’s now
4:00 in the afternoon, and that’s it at this point. . . . At 6:30 [Nixon] had
Henry and me in, and we went into the question of the schedule for
tomorrow. . . . P went into a discussion of his reporting speech, he wants
it to be a brief recitation of what was accomplished. Wants a paragraph
on his long, frank talks with the Soviet leaders, shouldn’t mention Viet-
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nam directly, but make the point that we have the responsibility as
great powers to avoid problems, and one of the long range results is,
as great powers, we can use our influence more effectively to avoid
crises. And on the point of where we go in the future, it’s easy to have
a state of euphoria, these are significant steps, but only a beginning.
We have to continue to maintain our strength. The Soviets left no doubt
that they’ll continue to maintain theirs. Any reduction must not be done
unilaterally. This whole Summit meeting demonstrates that it can be
done mutually, and that’s the way it must be done for our interest and
for everybody’s.

“He gave his speech this evening at 8:30 to the people of the So-
viet Union, and it went very well, although we had a flap at the last
minute because the Soviets wouldn’t let our 16mm camera in, so we
have no film coverage of it, only the video tape. The reaction after-
wards was that everybody thought it was great, even E[hrlichman]
thought it was so good that we ought to try to get it replayed in prime
time—thought the picture was great, great setting, another historic
event, big build up, and so on. P especially was anxious to get the Tanya
segment replayed, because he thinks that’s the most important part.
He worked on some follow-up plans along that line. I think we’re in
good shape.” (The Haldeman Diaries: Multimedia Edition)

For text of Nixon’s May 28 television and radio broadcast to the
people of the Soviet Union, see Public Papers: Nixon, 1972, pages
629–632. In his memoirs Nixon wrote: “As in 1959, I felt this would be
a very important opportunity for me to present the American view-
point to the Russian people without any editing or control by the So-
viet Government.” He said that in the speech he “discussed the dan-
gers of an unchecked arms race, and I underlined America’s sincere
desire for peace.” At the end of his speech, he described his previous
day’s experience at the Piskaryev Cemetery and museum in Leningrad
and said:

“As we work toward a more peaceful world, let us think of Tanya
and of the other Tanyas and their brothers and sisters everywhere. Let
us do all that we can to ensure that no other children will have to en-
dure what Tanya did and that your children and ours, all the children
of the world, can live their full lives together in friendship and in
peace.”

Nixon wrote that Brezhnev told him after the broadcast that his con-
clusion brought tears to his eyes. (RN: Memoirs, pages 616–617)
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295. Memorandum of Conversation1

Moscow, May 28, 1972, 9:35–11:55 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Andrei A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR
Anatoli F. Dobrynin, Ambassador to USA
Georgi M. Korniyenko, Chief of USA Division, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Mr. Bratchikov, Interpreter

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President
Winston Lord, Special Assistant to Dr. Kissinger
Peter W. Rodman, NSC Staff Member (notetaker)

SUBJECTS

Communiqué; Middle East

The Communiqué

[The Foreign Minister first took Dr. Kissinger aside for about eight
minutes of private conversation in the Foreign Minister’s private office.
They began on the subject of the phrase “inviolability of frontiers,” as
proposed by the Soviets for the communiqué section on Europe. They
then joined the rest of the group in the conference room, resuming on
the same subject.]2 [The working text of the communiqué is at Tab A.]3

Dr. Kissinger: There is one possible compromise suggested by Ko-
rniyenko: “inviolability of their frontiers.”

For. Min. Gromyko: It is obvious whose are referred to.
Dr. Kissinger: Are we finished with the communiqué? Sonnenfeldt

and Korniyenko are running the whole affair.
Mr. Korniyenko: We will omit the parts about the maritime matters.
Dr. Kissinger: You want to say “agreed to continue the negotiations

aimed at reaching an agreement on maritime and related matters. 
They believe that such an agreement would make a positive step. . . . ?” 
All right.

You want to say [in the commercial/economic section] “encour-
aging the conclusion of long-term contracts?”

Amb. Dobrynin: We supported your position and now you take 
it out.
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Dr. Kissinger: Our economic expert Flanigan says the U.S. Gov-
ernment has no right to encourage contracts among private firms.

Amb. Dobrynin: Do you always listen to the experts?
Dr. Kissinger: Mr. Foreign Minister, Dobrynin was always under

control until the last few meetings! Oh hell, I’ll accept yours.
Amb. Dobrynin: I think you’re splitting the hair.
Dr. Kissinger: No, I am accepting it. I will have trouble with 

Flanigan.
I have suggested that the English text use the phrase, “encourag-

ing the conclusion of long-term contracts” and the Russian text refer
to “the importance of long-term contracts”—exactly the opposite of
what is expected!

Are we all set on the communiqué? Anyone who has the ability to
settle anything in one hour with Mr. Sonnenfeldt has my admiration.

Is the Middle East section set?
For. Min. Gromyko: On the Mideast, I sent it to Mr. Brezhnev. When

he reads it I will communicate with you. Probably tomorrow morning.
Amb. Dobrynin: Before 10 o’clock.
Dr. Kissinger: We won’t have much time tomorrow.
For. Min. Gromyko: On Indochina, probably there will be separate

statements.
Dr. Kissinger: Yes.
For. Min. Gromyko: On the Mideast, it may be joint.
Dr. Kissinger: Mr. Foreign Minister, I will miss dealing with you.

You are always precise.
All right, on Indochina, which will we use for our text if there are

separate statements?
For. Min. Gromyko: Since it’s one-sided, it’s up to the sides to decide.
Dr. Kissinger: I have only one experience with two-sided com-

muniqués.
For. Min. Gromyko: In Peking.4 What was your experience?
Dr. Kissinger: It is more time-consuming. What we did was use

the formula that each side was free to say what it wanted but each was
free to comment on the other’s and each would take the other’s com-
ments seriously.

It is not in anybody’s interest to have sections which give the im-
pression of cosmic confrontation. Here too, particularly in view of the
spirit of our conversations this morning.
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For. Min. Gromyko: We will do this after we hear your formulation.
Dr. Kissinger: All right.
[Sausage is brought in.]
For. Min. Gromyko: A change.
Dr. Kissinger: I like sausage too, but I just ate.
On the principles, I have one change. You want to change “social

systems” to “political systems.” That’s all right.
Mr. Lord: We’ll say “political.”
Dr. Kissinger: On the fourth principle, our experts tell us that the

language implies that the Warsaw Pact is obligated to assure NATO’s
compliance with its obligations and vice versa. We should say, “agree-
ments to which they are jointly parties.”

For. Min. Gromyko: In Russian, there is no need.
Dr. Kissinger: In English, it could refer to multilateral agreements

to which one but not the other is a party.
Amb. Dobrynin: Do you need this?
Dr. Kissinger: This is the one contribution the State Department

has made to this document, literally.
For. Min. Gromyko: You are right in your interpretation, but in

Russian it is not necessary.
Dr. Kissinger: I understand, Mr. Korniyenko, that you and our peo-

ple will get together tomorrow to conform the texts.
Mr. Korniyenko: Yes.
For. Min. Gromyko: You may say “jointly.”
Dr. Kissinger: I have no complaint about the Russian text. I must

say my contribution on this is not what I have accomplished with you
but what I have accomplished with our own people.

Mr. Korniyenko: Should I meet with State tomorrow?
Dr. Kissinger: But with Sonnenfeldt present.
Mr. Korniyenko: Yes.
Dr. Kissinger: Can we keep the plenary very general and brief?
For. Min. Gromyko: We are moving in that direction. It will be very

brief.
Dr. Kissinger: The Indochina paper you have of ours is a long one.
For. Min. Gromyko: A separate statement is more probable.
Dr. Kissinger: It would be sensational if we had a joint statement

on that.

Middle East

For. Min. Gromyko: Have you thought about the principles [as we
discussed this morning]?
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Dr. Kissinger: I have written an outline for possible future discus-
sion. [He hands the paper over at Tab B.5 Gromyko and Dobrynin read
it. Gromyko takes out a pen.]

Dr. Kissinger: Are your signing it?
Mr. Foreign Minister, this is not a document every word of which

has been fully weighed. I talked to the President after our conversa-
tion, and these are more “thinking points.”

For. Min. Gromyko: In the first point, the phrase “on a priority ba-
sis”—I think this does reflect . . .

Dr. Kissinger: It was an attempt to reflect your thinking.
For. Min. Gromyko: In the second principle,6 you need “the” Arab

territories. You don’t need “Arab;” it’s not Indian or Japanese territories.
Amb. Dobrynin: We’ll trade you “Arab” for “the.”
For. Min. Gromyko: Why not “Egyptian, Syrian, and Jordanian ter-

ritories”?
Dr. Kissinger: I don’t mind saying that. I would like to avoid the

article at this point.
Amb. Dobrynin: What do you mean “at this point?”
Dr. Kissinger: Frankly, it is an issue on which we’re not fully

agreed. But substantially agreed. I tried to phrase it in a way that al-
lows both.

For. Min. Gromyko: If I were you, I would accept “the” and would
try to explain it, and then reflect your point in the third point.

Dr. Kissinger: If I were you I’d try to have two ways of arguing,
one in the second point and one in the third.

I must say I understand your point very clearly, very precisely.
For. Min. Gromyko: I have no doubt you understand, but you don’t

accept it.
Dr. Kissinger: I don’t exclude it.
For. Min. Gromyko: Your third point7 covers it.
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Amb. Dobrynin: It mentions border changes.
Dr. Kissinger: Let’s reserve on the second and go to the third.
For. Min. Gromyko: In English is there a difference between

“changes” and “rectification?” “Rectification” is more flexible.
Dr. Kissinger: No, it’s less flexible.
For. Min. Gromyko: How about “minor rectifications are not ex-

cluded relative to some of the parties but, even if they take place, they
should result from voluntary agreement—” but without saying “be-
tween the parties.”

Dr. Kissinger: Suppose we say “border rectifications are not ex-
cluded between the parties but should be by voluntary agreement.”

For. Min. Gromyko: You are against “minor.”
Dr. Kissinger: Because “rectification” implies “minor.”
For. Min. Gromyko: In Russian, “rectification” is utochnit’. I re-

member even the Israelis speak of “minor.” Suppose we say “minor
rectifications.”

Dr. Kissinger: How about “minor changes”?
For. Min. Gromyko: In Russian, nyebol’ shiye izmenyeniya. Or

“some rectifications are not excluded.”
Mr. Korniyenko: “Any rectifications, which are not excluded,

should be the result of voluntary agreement.”
For. Min. Gromyko: “Any border rectifications, which are not 

excluded. . . .”
Dr. Kissinger: No, it has to be stated positively.
For. Min. Gromyko: “Which may take place, should result from

voluntary agreement among the parties.”
Dr. Kissinger: Are you considering this accepted on your side?
For. Min. Gromyko: More or less.
Dr. Kissinger: Tentatively let’s use it as a working hypothesis.
For. Min. Gromyko: Fourth, you would like “Arrangements for se-

curity should include demilitarized zones and the most effective in-
ternational guarantees.”8

Dr. Kissinger: Or “could include.”
For. Min. Gromyko: Or rather, “Mutual arrangements for security

could include demilitarized zones and the most effective international
guarantees.” We could say “with the participation of the Soviet Union
and U.S.” We would prefer this if you don’t mind.
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Dr. Kissinger: This is a working paper for us alone, not to show 
to anyone. What about “if appropriate, with the participation of the
Soviet Union and the U.S.?” Or “as appropriate?” “As” is not so 
conditional.

For. Min. Gromyko: “With appropriate participation by.”
Dr. Kissinger: All right. “Could” is a saving clause.
For. Min. Gromyko: Maybe we should mention here the special

phrase “it may be provided that the UN Security Council should take
part as a component of the security arrangements.”

Dr. Kissinger: We’re getting too detailed. Since this is between us,
any side can raise this at any point. I was not too impressed by the Se-
curity Council last December.

For. Min. Gromyko: [Reading point 5]: “The agreements should
lead to an end of a state of belligerency and the establishment of peace.”
Unquestionably . . . [Reading point 6:] “Freedom of navigation through
the Straits of Tiran and the Suez Canal should be assured. Unques-
tionably . . . One thing I could say here, which would give matter [sub-
stance] to the principles is, “This would not be detrimental to Egypt-
ian sovereignty over the Canal.”9

Dr. Kissinger: I don’t mind that. You want to put it in? Can we put
it another way, so as not to be implying that in case of conflict sover-
eignty prevails? “This can be assured without impairing Egyptian sov-
ereignty over the Canal.”

For. Min. Gromyko: [Reads point 7:] “Completion of the agree-
ments should at some stage involve negotiations among the signato-
ries.”10 This is politically unpalatable to us.

Dr. Kissinger: Why? Why can’t you say “at some point?”
Amb. Dobrynin: Is it so important now?
Dr. Kissinger: It seems to me difficult on the part of the Arabs to

say they are willing to live in peace with Israel and not be willing to
talk to Israel about that peace. We’re not saying “from the beginning.”

For. Min. Gromyko: But Jarring will be shuttling back and forth.
Dr. Kissinger: With the energy for which he is known. [Gromyko

laughs] This does not exclude indirect negotiations.
All we are saying is that before the agreements are finally con-

cluded it will happen, that we can’t complete the negotiations.
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For. Min. Gromyko: I’m not sure it would be realistic. If the par-
ties should at some point be willing to have contacts, it will be okay.

The UN General Assembly once had a list of recommended dis-
armament measures. It said the countries could do this, would do that,
and then do this. It then had one line at the end: “if everything is all
right!”

We’d prefer to cross this out. It would just harm it. It can hang in
the air.

Dr. Kissinger: Can we say it another way? “It is recognized that
the two sides cannot impose a solution.”

For. Min. Gromyko: Not just in theory but in practice it is impos-
sible to settle without direct contact. If it depended on us, there would
be no question—only the substance would matter.

Dr. Kissinger: Is it your view that the Arabs would never talk to
Israel? How can they get the document signed? How can they say
they’re willing to talk peace but not talk to each other?

For. Min. Gromyko: Again, it is prestige. This is reality, part of life.
“If the parties should consider it possible to be in touch before sign-
ing, it should not be precluded.”

Amb. Dobrynin: [To Gromyko:] Put “could” instead of “should.”
For. Min. Gromyko: “If the parties concerned find it possible to be

directly in touch with one another before the signing of the agree-
ment(s), it should not be excluded.” Maybe it is clumsy. There could
be different combinations of contacts.

Dr. Kissinger: We don’t have to leave the impression that we can
impose a settlement. Our principle says “negotiations;” we’re not say-
ing “direct negotiations.” In a way, exchanges through Jarring are a
form of negotiation. We are trying to find some role for the parties con-
cerned. If the parties won’t talk in any form, then these principles will
have to be imposed.

Amb. Dobrynin: They will sign together.
Dr. Kissinger: Then what will they do? Who would exclude it? You

won’t and we won’t.
For. Min. Gromyko: It reflects our general mood. You and we are

not against something. We cannot say to the Arabs that we agreed with
you on this point. They would blame us at once. They may crucify us.

Dr. Kissinger: With music?
Amb. Dobrynin: Let’s drop it for the time being.
For. Min. Gromyko: Can we say something about the possibility

of including among the security arrangements the presence of UN Se-
curity Council personnel?

Dr. Kissinger: Where?
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Amb. Dobrynin: In point 4.
For. Min. Gromyko: At Sharm el-Sheikh.
Dr. Kissinger: I have no objections.
For. Min. Gromyko: Just insert after “demilitarized zones,” the

phrase “placing UN Security Council personnel at Sharm el-Sheikh.”
The Arabs will not like it, but I think we and you can do this. I think
it would add something material to this.11

[Pause] Do you have doubts?
Dr. Kissinger: No. I want to be candid. When we say “demilita-

rized zones,” we don’t exclude other things. I wanted to be sure you
understood.

For. Min. Gromyko: “The temporary stationing of UN personnel
at Sharm el-Sheikh”—temporary, not until the Second Coming of the
Christ!

Dr. Kissinger: An interesting formulation to put to the Jews and the
Arabs: “These forces will stay until the Second Coming of the Christ!”—
signed by a Socialist country and the U.S., and put to the Jews and Arabs!
[Reads:] “Mutual arrangements for security could include demilitarized
zones, the temporary stationing of UN personnel at Sharm el-Sheikh and
the most effective international guarantees, with appropriate participa-
tion by the Soviet Union and the United States.”

For. Min. Gromyko: “A limited number of UN personnel.”
How about the Palestinians? I wonder who in the world could

give a precise solution to this problem.
Dr. Kissinger: The way the Foreign Minister is going we will reach

agreement tonight. [He picks up and reads the U.S. draft of “Basic Pro-
visions for a Final Settlement in the Middle East.”]

What would you like to say about the Palestinians?
For. Min. Gromyko: “The problem of the Palestinian refugees

should be solved on the basis of the restitution of their legitimate rights
and appropriate (or corresponding) UN decisions.”—as a principle.12

Dr. Kissinger: But here we’re describing very general principles. I
don’t mind saying “a settlement should include provision for the Pales-
tinians.” Frankly I would like to study the UN resolutions closely to
see what your proposition means.
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Amb. Dobrynin: You mean the UN resolutions for which the U.S.
voted?

Dr. Kissinger: I have no difficulty in saying in any working pro-
gram for us that there must be an appropriate section on the refugees.
Our concern now is whether we want to expand on this and how.

For. Min. Gromyko: Would you not want to mention specifically
the region of Gaza and say that one possible solution to its status would
be to have a plebiscite?

Dr. Kissinger: I am reluctant, not because I disagree but because
it’s difficult to do this here at this table. It is not like SALT, in which I
had the benefit of years of preparation and study.

What are we trying to do? We are just telling each other what we
are prepared to do. On Gaza, I don’t exclude the possibility of a
plebiscite; in fact it may be useful.

For. Min. Gromyko: Suppose one more principle is added, maybe
at the end. “Both the U.S. and Soviet Union recognize as one of the
main principles relating to the situation in the Middle East that all states
of the Middle East, including Israel, have the right to exist as sover-
eign independent states.”13

Dr. Kissinger: A very good principle, a very positive principle.
For. Min. Gromyko: We took this consistent principle ever since

the creation of Israel as a state in 1947. “The U.S. and Soviet Union rec-
ognize that one of the most important principles relating to the situa-
tion in the Middle East is recognition of the right of all states, includ-
ing Israel, to exist as sovereign independent states.”

Dr. Kissinger: Read it back. “The U.S. and Soviet Union agree . . .”
Just a stylistic point.

For. Min. Gromyko: Can you imagine if we showed this now to
the Syrians, what they would do?

Dr. Kissinger: Both of us are terrified of what our allies would do.
This is the best guarantee of secrecy.

We don’t have to say “agree,” because the whole statement is joint.
For. Min. Gromyko: “Recognition of the independence and sover-

eignty of all states in the Middle East, including Israel, is one of the
basic principles on which the settlement has to be based.”

Dr. Kissinger: “One of the main principles of a stable peace.”
For. Min. Gromyko: “On which the settlement must be based.”

This is the eighth point, then.
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Dr. Kissinger: The ninth. Since we won’t finish here, why not leave
it for Anatol and me to finish?

For. Min. Gromyko: But we should have a rough agreement on
principles here.

Dr. Kissinger: What was that principle again? [Bratchikov reads it
again.] We accept that.

For. Min. Gromyko: On the Palestinians, do we have a formula-
tion? Our suggestion was “the problem of the Palestinian refugees
should be solved on the basis of the restitution of their legitimate rights
and appropriate UN decisions.”

Dr. Kissinger: What does “restitution of their legitimate rights”
mean? Your proposal in the paper is more flexible and easier to deal
with than a general principle.

For. Min. Gromyko: What would you prefer?
Dr. Kissinger: “Should be settled on an equitable basis?” “On a

just basis?”
For. Min. Gromyko: Let us say, “on a just basis in accordance with

the decisions of the UN.”
Dr. Kissinger: My problem is I don’t remember what the UN de-

cisions were.
“On a just basis and in accordance . . . ” Is it possible for me to say

that for tonight it is all right and get back to Anatol within a few days?
I want to study the UN resolutions. You can’t hold me to something
we don’t want to carry out. If you left out the UN, we would accept it
immediately.

For. Min. Gromyko: Leave it subject to your confirmation. The U.S.
not only supported these resolutions but prepared them.

Dr. Kissinger: From my present knowledge, it’s all right. But I want
to confirm. When will the Ambassador return?

Amb. Dobrynin: Sunday,14 if my Minister will permit it.
Dr. Kissinger: I won’t be back from Key Biscayne until Monday

night.
For. Min. Gromyko: Not later than Sunday he will return.
Dr. Kissinger: I won’t be available until Tuesday. We return Thurs-

day afternoon. I brief on Friday, then go to Key Biscayne or New York
on the weekend—I haven’t decided.

Amb. Dobrynin: He missed Japan.
For. Min. Gromyko: You missed Japan twice!
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Dr. Kissinger: If you get your allies to restrain themselves, I may
get to Japan.

For. Min. Gromyko: It was a pleasure to visit Japan.
Dr. Kissinger: A pleasure? You were there.
For. Min. Gromyko: It was very interesting.
Dr. Kissinger: I’ve not been there in an official capacity. They have

a very complex way of thinking. Can you tell what is in their minds?
For. Min. Gromyko: Like the Chinese.
Dr. Kissinger: It is not easy with the Chinese either, but they’re not

as formal as the Japanese.
For. Min. Gromyko: For example, with us and in the West, the

sooner something is done, the better. It is a sign of effectiveness. For
the Chinese, it is a sign of inefficiency.

Amb. Dobrynin: Or weakness.
For. Min. Gromyko: Of a not-serious approach to a problem. If an

answer is given the same day, they would be surprised.
Dr. Kissinger: Then they think they have made a bad proposal.
You’re right. They have a much more complex way of thinking

than the Western.
For. Min. Gromyko: It is because for centuries and centuries their

general pace of life was too slow, as far as social phenomena, in terms
of technique. Slowness became the norm. It can be explained, as a sub-
ject of social philosophy.

Dr. Kissinger: We have found that almost everything the Chinese
say to us in any context, even social, has some meaning. We may not
know it, but looking back it has some meaning they’re trying to con-
vey. It may not be immediately apparent, but three weeks later it all
fits into a mosaic. Nothing is totally spontaneous.

For. Min. Gromyko: I think you’re right. It is our deeply implanted
impression.

Dr. Kissinger: You have much longer experience with them.
For. Min. Gromyko: Suppose they stay longer and verify the text.
Dr. Kissinger: You think we’ve finished with this? All except the

one on negotiations.
For. Min. Gromyko: Number 7: “Completion of the agreements

should at some stage involve negotiations among the signatories.”
Dr. Kissinger: My problem is, it is a tautology. Why would we ob-

ject, if they wanted to be in touch? It is not a useful statement. May I
say this? Why don’t we, the U.S., say it unilaterally as an interpretive
statement? I would rather state a meaningful statement.

For. Min. Gromyko: Draw a line on the paper then and have your
interpretive statement.

1210 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV

491-761/B428-S/60006

1240_A73-A74  10/31/06  12:05 PM  Page 1210



Dr. Kissinger: “The U.S. believes that . . .”
For. Min. Gromyko: What is the title of this document? “A Basis

for Principles?” “Basic Working Principles?”
Dr. Kissinger: All right.
For. Min. Gromyko: Basic in the sense of limited to the most im-

portant points.
Dr. Kissinger: Why don’t we copy out what we have, with the

changes? [Dr. Kissinger asks Mr. Rodman to copy out the agreed lan-
guage, and to coordinate with Mr. Korniyenko at the end of the meet-
ing to conform the two sides’ texts.]

Dr. Kissinger: How about “General Working Principles?”
For. Min. Gromyko: All right.
Dr. Kissinger: How do we handle this?
For. Min. Gromyko: We are at your disposal. We prefer to handle

it in a general way. It would be without formalizing it, and [the docu-
ment] would be at your disposal and our disposal.

Dr. Kissinger: As far as we are concerned, it will stay in the White
House.

For. Min. Gromyko: We will guard it on our side as well.
Dr. Kissinger: We do not care what you do, but it will stay in

Moscow at the highest level?
For. Min. Gromyko: Yes.
Amb. Dobrynin: And in the Embassy in Washington, too.
For. Min. Gromyko: If the Minister sends it to the Embassy.
Dr. Kissinger: You put your interpretation in and we will not chal-

lenge it.
For. Min. Gromyko: Oral interpretation.
Dr. Kissinger: We are putting down point seven as our interpreta-

tion and you put this down. We will not dispute it. We will not say we
disagree.

Mr. Korniyenko: Putting such a sentence means that we do not
agree.

Dr. Kissinger: You gave your consideration with respect to secu-
rity zone; it is incorrect for us. Withdrawal from Arab territories [point
2] does not exclude all territories. It does not imply it, but it does not
exclude it.

Amb. Dobrynin: We should add the word “the.” This would un-
derline the different interpretation.

For. Min. Gromyko: Orally you accept our interpretation and orally
you do not dispute it.

Dr. Kissinger: I understand the subtle point. You say that para-
graph 2 means, that the Soviet side interprets this to mean withdrawals

May 13–May 31, 1972 1211

491-761/B428-S/60006

1240_A73-A74  10/31/06  12:05 PM  Page 1211



from the Arab territories subject to considering it in context with para-
graph 3. We do not dispute that this is your interpretation and we leave
it open.

For. Min. Gromyko: This is the difference: we dispute the inter-
pretation but are not disputing the context.

Dr. Kissinger: This is a terribly important point that I would like
to fully discuss with the President.

There is one other point which I will confirm to the Ambassador
at the first meeting; as soon as I get back to Washington I will confirm
it to him. We will try to do what you propose on point 2; you are will-
ing to leave the phrase as it is. You orally make your interpretation.
There will be no written record.

For. Min. Gromyko: Right.
Dr. Kissinger: Orally, I say that I do not question your interpreta-

tion of the context. I would like to check this with the President and
confirm with your Ambassador in a week.

For. Min. Gromyko: We will leave it as it is.
Dr. Kissinger: If I don’t confirm to your Ambassador, you are not

bound by number 2.
Amb. Dobrynin: Or number 3 in this context.
Dr. Kissinger: I understand.
For. Min. Gromyko: We believe that your reservation is met by

paragraph 3.
Dr. Kissinger: When I am back in Washington I would like to re-

view previous exchanges on this subject, so when we do say something
we can say it with confidence. I believe the combination of 2 and 3
should be satisfactory, and I consider the way you are handling para-
graph 2 to be a fair way of meeting our concerns. But because it is so
important, there is no sense in agreeing to it now. I would mean more
to you if we accept it a week from now.

Mr. Korniyenko: The Foreign Minister is saying that the content
of this phrase means the Arab territories.

For. Min. Gromyko: “All.”
Dr. Kissinger: “The.” I understand the content the Foreign Minis-

ter is giving this principle, and I do not contest it.
For. Min. Gromyko: Meanwhile we will leave the second and third

points as they are without any revisions.
Dr. Kissinger: Plus this oral exchange.
For. Min. Gromyko: The third is as agreed. Yes. We will have fur-

ther discussion.
[Dr. Kissinger reads through the principles.]
When I go back I will say that there are no secret agreements.
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For. Min. Gromyko: We agree.
Dr. Kissinger: You will keep it as we discussed. You will not dis-

cuss it with Egypt.
For. Min. Gromyko: Right.
[The Foreign Minister and Dr. Kissinger then adjourned to the For-

eign Minister’s private office for an extended discussion. It was 11:55 p.m.
[In the meantime, Mr. Korniyenko, the Ambassador, and Mr. Rod-

man went over the “general working principles” to produce an agreed
text. There was a dispute over point 6: Dr. Kissinger in the meeting had
added, “This [freedom of navigation] can be achieved without im-
pairing Egyptian sovereignty over the Canal.” Mr. Korniyenko sug-
gested, “Should be achieved.” Mr. Rodman argued that this changed
the meaning. Mr. Korniyenko and the Ambassador claimed that it did
not. Mr. Rodman suggested they raise it with Dr. Kissinger and the For-
eign Minister.

[When Dr. Kissinger and Mr. Gromyko emerged, Dr. Kissinger in-
sisted that Mr. Korniyenko’s suggestion changed the meaning com-
pletely. The sentence was meant as a statement of fact, not as a state-
ment of an objective. When Dr. Kissinger finished, the Foreign
Minister—rather quickly—suggested “This is fully consistent with
Egyptian sovereignty over the Canal.” This was immediately agreed.

[The “conformed [confirmed?] text” of the “general working prin-
ciples” as finally agreed upon is at Tab C.]

296. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1

Moscow, May 28, 1972.

SUBJECT

Your May 29, 1972 Private Meeting with Brezhnev
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General Approach

In your final private meeting with Brezhnev you will want to strike
a positive note. You should stress the general theme that solid achieve-
ments have been made this week and that continued progress will de-
pend on both sides taking a broad view in our relations. You should
make the following points:

—You believe that a great deal of confidence has been established
this past week. The frankness of the discussions between you and Brezh-
nev was as significant as the various agreements that have been signed.

—It is important to keep in close personal touch in the future. If
either side has a major concern it should tell the other. In this way many
problems can be handled before they turn into major issues.

—Both nations will continue to face the choice between pressing
for narrow tactical gains at the other’s expense and taking a larger per-
spective on relations between the world’s two most powerful nations.

—You think it is essential that we both conduct our policies in a
generous spirit. This approach will guide your actions.

—If we can both move ahead on this basis, the things we have in
common will increasingly outweigh those that divide us. We can thus
place US-Soviet relations on a fresh, positive footing.

Nuclear Renunciation

The Soviets have been very interested in a declaration on nuclear
weapons. We have turned this troublesome concept toward the safer
grounds of changing their treaty draft into an understanding. At Tab
A is a draft understanding on this subject that should strike a positive
note without getting us into trouble with either our allies or the Chi-
nese. You can say:

—You know of the Soviets’ interest in the subject of a treaty re-
nouncing nuclear weapons.

—You have given a great deal of thought to this issue and wish to
give them a draft for their consideration. (Hand over Tab A.)2

Economics

—We should not look at economic issues in a strictly business deal
fashion but rather in larger scope, as an important contribution to over-
all US-Soviet relations.

—You favor a comprehensive package including:

• The extension of Export-Import Bank financing.
• MFN treatment for the USSR (requires Congressional approval).
• Settlement of lend-lease.
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—We will look hard at the natural gas project to find ways to en-
courage financing for a major arrangement that will benefit both coun-
tries.

—You are instructing all our negotiators to approach eco-
nomic/commercial issues in a generous spirit with particular empha-
sis on the political aspect.

Middle East

—You and the General Secretary and Kissinger–Gromyko have
held useful talks on this subject.

—You hope we can make progress on this over the coming weeks.

Your Visit to the Soviet Union

—You and Mrs. Nixon want to thank the Soviet leaders for the
warm hospitality and courtesies extended to you during this memo-
rable visit.

297. Editorial Note

Handwritten notes by President Nixon dated May 29, 1972, 3 a.m.,
indicate his intention to report to Congress because some of his actions
required Congressional approval, but also because they were building
“not for a summit of one summer—but of many years” and this was big-
ger than one man or one party. In his speech, he intended to say that he
did not bring the “certainty of peace” but did bring the “greatest op-
portunity for peace.” “[The] two most powerful nations in the world—
with great conflicting issues—had reached agreement on some issues.”
More important was that they had agreed on “principles of conduct to
turn away from war to peace.” Nixon also planned to say that “our talks
were ‘no holds barred’ on content but civilized in tone.” The two sides
had not papered over differences and had not decided everything, but
they had begun on the most important issue. “After unleashing nuclear
weapons, we agreed to begin to limit their production.”

Nixon noted that although the Soviet leaders had made it clear
that they would abide by the agreement and were willing to discuss
new agreements, they would continue to maintain the strength they
needed to protect their interests. He wrote that America got agreement
because it had negotiated from a basis of strength and of equality. To
make new agreements, it must continue to maintain its strength. Uni-
lateral disarmament would offer the greatest risk of war.
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The President wrote that the USSR and the US must seek good re-
lations with all nations. Both recognized the danger that “disputes be-
tween third countries constitute [the] greatest danger of dragging us
into conflict.” Following the summit, “we must redouble efforts to re-
move every possible trouble spot which might draw us into conflict.”
Most important, we must not have any more Vietnams or Koreas. He
noted that “all Americans want more than anything else a world of
peace—progress for all.” Americans had demonstrated their willing-
ness to achieve this through $150 billion in aid and sacrifice in two
wars—Korea and Vietnam—without designs on any territory or con-
quest. As America entered a new age, there was a new challenge to its
leadership. Nixon wrote: “Let us meet it—not to satisfy any jingoistic
feelings of superiority—but because a great people owes it to itself and
to [the] world to do its best . . . not for our benefit but for [the] bene-
fit of all mankind.” He concluded: “No peaceful nation fears Amer-
ica—all nations respect us. Let us be worthy of this trust. . . . What im-
presses me every time I return is what a great and good country this
is. . . . We beat our breasts about problems, but there is [sic] the won-
derful refreshing winds of freedom that make America unique.” He
would urge Americans to show their devotion by “faith, hard work,
reform, making America better—so that it continues to be [the] hope
of the world. . . .” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
White House Special Files, President’s Personal File, President’s Speech
File, Box 76, Thursday, June 1, Report to the Congress)

298. Telegram From the Embassy in the Soviet Union to the
Department of State1

Moscow, May 29, 1972, 0811Z.

Secto 53. Subject: Memorandum of Conversation Between Secre-
tary and Gromyko.

1. Following is cleared memcon between Secretary and Gromyko,
May 25.

2. Memorandum of conversation

1216 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XIV

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Country Files,
Box 719, Europe, USSR, Vol. XXII, May 1972. Secret; Nodis.

491-761/B428-S/60006

1240_A73-A74  10/31/06  12:05 PM  Page 1216



Date: May 25, 1972
Time: 4:15–4:55 pm
Place: St. Catherine’s Hall, Grand Kremlin Palace, Moscow
Subject: Middle East and Bilateral Issues

Participants:

US
Secretary Rogers
Mr. Hillenbrand
Mr. Matlock

USSR
Andrei Gromyko, USSR Minister of Foreign Affairs
Anatoly Dobrynin, Ambassador of USSR in US
G.M. Korniyenko, Chief, USA, Division, MFA
Eduard Zaitsev, Interpreter

Middle East

The Secretary asked whether Gromyko desired a discussion of the
Middle East. Gromyko indicated that unless we have new proposals,
a discussion of the Middle East probably would not be necessary. As
for the Soviet Union, it still favors Ambassador Jarring’s mission. The
Secretary said we are still looking for a “Gromyko plan.” Gromyko
merely commented that he had informed the Secretary last fall that he
doubted the workability of U.S. proposals.

Soviet Jewry
While on the subject of the Middle East, the Secretary expressed

our gratification for the increased emigration from the Soviet Union to
Israel and said that we hope this emigration will be allowed to con-
tinue and increase. Gromyko asked rhetorically if such comments do
not constitute interference in Soviet internal affairs.

Representation List
The Secretary then presented Gromyko with a list of 70 persons

who wish to join relatives in the United States, as a supplement to the
list presented to Ambassador Dobrynin in April. Gromyko accepted
the list, but stated that he did so without obligation, since the Soviet
Government will be guided by USSR law. As the meeting ended,
Gromyko handed the list to Korniyenko.

Rogers
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299. Memorandum of Conversation1

Moscow, May 29, 1972, 10:20 a.m.–12:20 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Leonid I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU
Andrei M. Aleksandrov-Agentov, Assistant to the General Secretary

The President
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs

SUBJECTS

Middle East; Vietnam; Nuclear Understanding; Economic Relations; Cuba; Korea

General Secretary Brezhnev: I saw you on TV last night and I have
heard about your visit to Leningrad. Henry Kissinger is the only one
who is resting. The trouble with him is that even when you give him
a job he finds a way of avoiding it. [The General Secretary then told
an anecdote about the sex life of older men.]2

The President: I very much appreciate the opportunity of talking
to you heart-to-heart. With respect to the communiqué3 and statement
of principles,4 Kissinger and Gromyko have done very well. As you
know, there are only two main points of difference remaining: the
Mideast and Vietnam. I am willing to give on one: that is, the refer-
ence to maintaining the ceasefire in the Middle East section. It is im-
portant to maintain our channel of communication; the rhetoric in the
statement does not mean so much. I will do my best to bring about a
reasonable solution, and if the General Secretary does his best perhaps
our experts can find a solution. I want the General Secretary’s consid-
eration of our problem. We know our positions are different. And we
have done useful work in the private channel to make progress. If you
say it is a question of principle then there is no hope for solution.
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On Vietnam, in the same vein, we would want to drop out the
phrase “unconditionally.” The Soviet statement is very strong. And I
understand why it must be strong. And as the General Secretary knows,
our position is also strong, as he found at the dacha the other day.5

Neither side publicly can be expected to change its position. As Dr.
Kissinger in his long talk with Gromyko indicated, we are trying to
bring our positions closer together.6 It would be counterproductive to
suggest that these are all issues of principle. It is essential that we agree.
These are the only points I have to make. Otherwise, I have no sug-
gestion to make. It would certainly be helpful for our common goal if
you can agree.

General Secretary Brezhnev: I would like to put one question to
you. You, Mr. President, then Dr. Kissinger, have communicated to us
that the U.S. would be willing to go back to the open meetings pro-
vided that the DRV affirms a constructive attitude towards negotia-
tions and is willing to consider your positions as well as theirs as a ba-
sis for discussion. I would like to set out one consideration. How would
you see it if we sent one of our highest leaders to talk to the Viet-
namese? The visit of any responsible leader might make a difference.7

But you should stop the bombing first. We know—and this is in con-
fidence—quite for sure that of late Vietnam has been visited by dele-
gation after delegation from China. We don’t know what they will dis-
cuss with you at the talks. We cannot absolutely guarantee complete
success. But we would like to take this step to find the best solu-
tion. We do believe the President really wants to end the war. The 
Vietnamese attach greater importance to their fear of being tricked in
a settlement.

Perhaps it would help if Thieu was willing to resign two months
before election. I think this should be.

The President: If a top Soviet official goes there, you can be sure
there will be no bombing of the Hanoi/Haiphong area. Unless he stays
there for three months.

General Secretary Brezhnev: People like you and I and Kissinger
can’t stay there for three months.

The President: It would be very constructive to stop all the killing
right now.

Dr. Kissinger: Up to now, of course, all we have agreed to is only
one month for the resignation of Thieu.
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General Secretary Brezhnev: We want to do the maximum of what
is possible, and two months would help us. We will not try to make
a unilateral benefit from this. We will send our top leader as quickly
as possible. Then the Paris meetings can start as quickly as possible.
It is, of course, important to bear in mind another fact. According 
to their thinking a solution must be found between you and them 
directly.

The President: The procedure of a visit as you suggest is very con-
structive. After our meeting there may be a measure of progress. This
is very important.

General Secretary Brezhnev: First, we must be clear about the as-
surances: we must have an assurance about the bombing and two
months about Thieu.

The President: I will use my influence about the two months. But
it must be kept absolutely secret.

General Secretary Brezhnev: Without going into the argument, I
have already told my comrades that two months is possible. I don’t
want the whole matter to be swamped by a difference of one month.

Dr. Kissinger: If we can settle all the other issues and the only ob-
stacle remaining is one or two months, we will not find it insuperable.

General Secretary Brezhnev: Can I tell my comrades two months?
This is crucial.

The President: If you keep it in this room, as part of settlement, I
can agree to two months.

General Secretary Brezhnev: On the communiqué, we can accept
the two deletions.

The President: Here is a paper I want to give you on the matter of
non-use of nuclear weapons. [Hands over U.S. draft at Tab A.]8 It is a
response to your paper. I know of your interest in this matter. In April
you said it would be a “peaceful bomb.” I have given a great deal of
thought to it, and we have this draft for your consideration. It should
be discussed further in our confidential channel.

General Secretary Brezhnev: In principle I agree it will be a peace-
ful bomb. We will hold it strictly confidential. We should handle it in
our special Washington–Moscow Kissinger–Dobrynin channel.

The President: I appreciate this personal contact we have had. It
is very important.
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Now, on economic matters, Peterson is coming here in July. He
will have full authority.

General Secretary Brezhnev: Thank you. I too value very highly
the work we have done here together. I want to reaffirm our coopera-
tion. Now that we have established personal contact we can say it with
greater confidence.

I would like to raise a few specific issues. First, there is the issue
of Lend-Lease and MFN. We are prepared to continue consultation,
though you must understand we must have MFN. As for Cuba, a mat-
ter of concern to you, we abide strictly by our understanding on Cuba.
Even when there are submarine visits, we will strictly abide by the 
understanding.

On the subject of Korea, Kim Il-Sung has assured me. They have
said that North Korea is in favor of peaceful unification. They are not
interested in military field. They are prepared to establish good rela-
tions with you. Some thought should be given to how South Korea can
take advantage of this. Of course, the question of the presence of U.S.
troops in South Korea also arises. We want you to know our concern
about resolving this. Let’s continue our contacts on this.

Mr. President, this week you and I have signed an important doc-
ument on strategic arms limitation. But France, the UK, and Peking
haven’t signed it. Therefore, we must closely follow their development
to prevent any unfavorable developments.

I want to leave you with one thought about Peking. We really are
not clear about what its policies and intentions are. This places on us
an obligation for us to follow these policies and consult with each
other.

In general, I must stress the importance of restraint in propaganda
on both sides. Let us promote the atmosphere of this week.

The President: I will do the best I can about propaganda. Of course,
I cannot control our right wing in the Senate and among some news-
men. But I agree. Let’s keep the rhetoric cool.

General Secretary Brezhnev: Yes, we must keep the propaganda in
line with the reality of foreign policy.

The President: We must keep in touch. I plan to keep the General
Secretary informed on any major development.

General Secretary Brezhnev: I will certainly respond.
The President: I want to reiterate. You have my commitment that

privately or publicly I shall take no steps directed against the interests
of the Soviet Union. But the General Secretary should rely on what I
say in the private channel, not on what anyone else tells him. There
are not only certain forces in the world but also representatives of the
press who are not interested in better relations between us.
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[There were closing pleasantries. The President thanked the Gen-
eral Secretary and his colleagues for the warm hospitality and courte-
sies that were extended to him and Mrs. Nixon during their stay in
Moscow. The General Secretary bade the President farewell and wished
him and Mrs. Nixon a pleasant journey.]

300. Memorandum of Conversation1

Moscow, May 29, 1972, 12:55 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Leonid I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU
Nikolai V. Podgorny, Chairman of the Presidium of the USSR Supreme Soviet
Aleksei N. Kosygin, Chairman, Council of Ministers of the USSR
Nikolai K. Baibakov, Deputy Chairman, Council of Ministers, and Chairman of 

the State Planning Commission
Andrei A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs
Nikolai S. Patolichev, Minister of Foreign Trade
Vasily V. Kuznetsov, Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs
Anatoli F. Dobrynin, Ambassador to the USA
Andrei M. Aleksandrov-Agentov, Assistant to Mr. Brezhnev
Viktor M. Sukhodrev, Interpreter

The President
William P. Rogers, Secretary of State
Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Peter M. Flanigan, Assistant to the President for International Economic Affairs
Martin J. Hillenbrand, Assistant Secretary of State
Jacob D. Beam, U.S. Ambassador to the USSR
Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Senior NSC Staff Member
William G. Hyland, NSC Staff Member
Jack F. Matlock, Department of State

Brezhnev: This is our last formal meeting. We are all entitled to
point out and emphasize not only that much work was done in prepar-
ing for these meetings, but also by both sides during this visit. We have
endeavored to give our work a worthy spirit and to give worthy con-
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siderations to the meetings. This is reflected in the documents signed
and to be signed. The same spirit was shown on your side, and this
enabled us mutually to make decisions on several subjects. The sub-
jects and decisions were primarily political and this lends them a par-
ticular weight. All the decisions were of prime importance. The peo-
ples on both sides expect action to implement these decisions and this
imposes on us a responsibility to implement them to the letter. Also it
must be noted that a very important fact is the spirit of the agreements
is aimed at détente and not at a heightening of tension. I feel sure that
the American and Soviet people will take note of this aspect and will
be closely following our actions in the future.

It is also important to note that none of the documents are aimed
against any third country. This is of fundamental importance. This
also imposes a great responsibility on us for our future behavior and
policy.

We attach no small importance to economic and technological co-
operation, and this is one of the most important aspects of our rela-
tions. Therefore, all the discussions on economics, technical coopera-
tion and trade are very important.

It will be very important to preserve in the future the spirit that
guided us in these last days. I would like to note that we talked frankly.
We told each other straightforwardly all that needed to be said. I would
also note the great work of Henry Kissinger, Secretary Rogers and oth-
ers during these talks.

We accept with gratification the desire to continue consultations
on both bilateral and international matters that are not resolved, and I
refer here to the situation in the Middle East and the ending of the war
in Vietnam. The desire to bring about solutions imposes responsibili-
ties. Finally, we feel that the summit has been successful.

Podgorny: Mr. President, at the beginning of our talks, several
days ago, I already pointed out the great hopes pinned on these meet-
ings. It can now be said that the discussions and decisions have not
deluded the hopes of the people, especially if we consider that this
is the first meeting after 25 years of abnormal relations. The docu-
ments signed will lead to fuller progress in bilateral relations and re-
lations on an international scale. Not all of the questions have been
resolved fully, but even the documents signed require future efforts
to implement them, and a great deal depends on how we go forward.
But for a first meeting it is believed to be a success. Moreover, there
are grounds for hope that other questions, including trade, will be re-
solved. We have a responsibility for future moves. Relations will 
be built on principles and continue to improve without detriment to
the other side. In short, we are gratified by the work of the last few
days. Quite decent steps have been taken and I am referring here to
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your story (in the President’s television speech)2 about measuring the
length of our stride.

Kosygin: Our meetings were not fortuitous. The entire structure
of our political and economic relations required these meetings. If there
had not been meetings, additional great problems and difficulties might
have occurred. All the people hold out great hope for these meetings.
The preparations were done in a skillful way. It can be noted that on
both sides we have justified hopes placed in these meetings.

Important political problems have been resolved. Now we are
faced with the major task of giving practical implementation to the doc-
uments signed. We can say that this meeting will be continuing, even
when we do not see each other. Because, if not, we will not have met
our goal that we have set. I feel sure that it is the view of my colleagues,
Comrades Podgorny and Brezhnev, that we want to ensure the result
of these meetings.

There are, of course, questions that must eventually be resolved
to give further hopes and beneficial results. In the first instance, we
must do away with the hotbeds of war that exist. We must do our ut-
most that in areas where there is no hot war, but where tensions are
growing, to ensure that the situation will be normalized. Then we will
have justified the hopes of world public opinion.

In conclusion, we on our side will make every effort to increase
contacts and relations with the US in the interest of all people. And we
should not like history to be repeated. There were productive meetings
at Yalta between FDR and Stalin, and then practical ties came to an
end. We feel that these meetings will ensure better results.

The President said he was grateful for the boundless hospitality
of his hosts, and, more important, that he was grateful for the frank
talks. The results were significant because of the preparatory work by
the experts both in Moscow and in the United States. We recognized
at the outset that most summit conferences had been failures; since the
end of World War II they had raised hopes and then failed. These meet-
ings, on the other hand, had been successful because they were well
prepared, and also because—and this was important but quite difficult
to measure—because of an acceptance of mutual responsibility to re-
spect the other side’s viewpoint, and its right to disagree strongly, and,
while respecting the equal strength of each side, finally to find a way
to reach agreement on fundamental matters.

The President continued by noting that superficial observers,
sometimes in the press, would judge the meeting only by the agree-
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ments signed. These are important, but as pointed out by the Soviet
side the results will be determined more by how the agreements are
implemented. By establishing a process for progress in all areas, this
enabled us to reach agreement.

The President said that on the part of the United States he could
assure the Soviet leaders that on all levels of the US Government there
would be an intention to take a forthcoming attitude in working out
problems that might arise. For example, there is the question of trade.
The President noted that he had pointed out the great possibilities in
this field. Even though we had not made the progress we would have
liked, our differences were narrowed and we could be confident that
we would see a blossoming of trade and a new relationship of enor-
mous benefit to our peoples. The key to this, as well as other difficult
issues, will be the continuation of frank contacts at all levels, includ-
ing ambassadors and ministers, and, of course, at the summit level
where that is the best way to break an impasse.

The President said he wanted to conclude his remarks by saying that
history had been made by what had been signed, but the real test is what
happens in the future. Now that we all know and respect each other, we
have an opportunity to make even greater history for future generations.

(The President asked Secretary Rogers if he wanted to make any
remarks.)

Secretary Rogers noted the excellent statements by the President
and the Soviet leaders. All were very fortunate to take part in this his-
toric event. It was made possible by thorough preparations and arrange-
ments, and he wanted to thank his Soviet hosts for this, and for the
spirit and atmosphere in which the meetings had been conducted.

The President added that he had only one complaint: The com-
muniqué to be issued would be inviting the Soviet leaders to visit the
United States at a mutually agreeable time in the future; but in the
United States there were no rooms as grand as St. Catherine’s Hall.

Kosygin interjected that it would be difficult to wrap up the room
and ship it to the United States.

The President replied that he would not ask, because Mr. Kosygin
might well do just that. In any case, the President said, we will make
your stay a memorable one.

Brezhnev replied that he had omitted one important point in his
remarks. He wanted to express his gratification for the invitation, and
to say that we accept this kind invitation and the dates will be arranged.

The President said that he would add one point. He had read that
when Premier Kosygin was recently abroad there were demonstrations.
The President had experienced much more and worse, and if this oc-
curred while Mr. Kosygin was in the United States, the demonstrations
would be against the President, not against Mr. Kosygin.
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Kosygin said that at the Glassboro meeting the entire route had
been lined with people, but they had signs for peace. The strength of
this meeting in Moscow was that peace had been our prime goal.

The President replied that we will set that as our goal. Our next
meeting will come at a time when there is peace in the world. This does
not mean ten years or even ten months which would be too long. Peace
is more urgent than that.

Brezhnev said he agreed. (At the President’s prompting he said
“OK” and the President said “khorosho.”)

Podgorny said this was a good goal.
Sukhodrev (the interpreter) read the Soviet announcement of the

meeting and it was agreed.
The President added that Secretary Rogers would be leaving to at-

tend a NATO meeting in Bonn, and he would be reporting on the
Moscow meetings but would keep confidential the high-level talks.

Kosygin asked whether Secretary Rogers would be going there to
do away with NATO.

The President answered that maybe in about ten years, and Kosy-
gin commented that was a long time.

The meeting adjourned.

301. Editorial Note

In his diary entry on May 29, 1972, White House Chief of Staff H.R.
Haldeman described their “uneventful departure from Moscow, except
that the Soviet plane had one engine that wouldn’t function. So after we
were all aboard and settled down, we had to get up and move to the
backup plane, which was incredibly embarrassing to the Soviets. . . . In
Kiev, we had great crowds on arrival, but they were kept back several
blocks, and so it was hard for them to see the P, but they waved and
hollered anyway. Hard to see the way the Russians treat the people, be-
cause they ran the motorcade pretty fast, and there were great oppor-
tunities if they had just given the people the chance to see the P, but 
obviously they don’t want to.” (The Haldeman Diaries: Multimedia Edition)

In his May 30 diary entry the following morning, Haldeman
recorded: “Nothing special in Kiev this morning. P went through a lot
of trivia on the plane on the way to Iran. It was great to get back on
Air Force One, where we could settle down and talk.” At this point,
the editor’s note in the Multimedia Edition of Haldeman’s diaries reads:
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“While in the USSR, the Americans were constantly afraid that they
might be overheard by listening devices. That was why Haldeman
recorded parts of his journal in the car.” (Ibid.) In his memoirs Kissinger
wrote: “Alas, the splendid Presidential apartment proved unsuited to
the conduct of business. Our security experts were certain it was
bugged by sophisticated equipment, Nixon refused to use the babbler;
its noise drove him crazy. Thus, the President and I were reduced to
using his American limousine parked outside for really private con-
versations, hoping that its bulletproof windows would inhibit any elec-
tronic equipment aimed at it.” (White House Years, page 1207) Nixon re-
called in his memoirs: “Because of the pervasive bugging, I did not
dictate any diary entries while we were in the Soviet Union.” He noted
that “the Soviets were curiously unsubtle in this regard. A member of
my staff reported having casually told his secretary that he would like
an apple, and ten minutes later a maid came in and put a bowl of ap-
ples on the table.” Nixon wrote that he had, however, kept extensive
notes during the trip and made several long dictations from them af-
ter he returned. (RN: Memoirs, pages 618–619)

302. Editorial Note

In his diary entry on May 30, 1972, White House Chief of Staff H.R.
Haldeman recorded that after they reached Iran, he “got into the ques-
tion of trying to arrive at a final decision on what to do for a report to
the people on the homecoming, to discuss the options with Colson and
E[hrlichman], and have Larry [?] talk to Connally and [White House
Counsel Clark] MacGregor. Quite a divided thing. Connally and Mac-
Gregor both feel you should go to the Hill, Connally thinks he should
go on Friday, but Thursday night would be OK, MacGregor feels he
should go on Thursday night. Then Colson feels strongly that he should
do that, on the basis that the nature of the agreements are [sic] so mo-
mentous that he should go direct to Congress. The risks are minimal. He
likes the historical contrast of Wilson who came back, he warned Con-
gress and lost his treaty. He thinks that Congress would feel flattered. It
would heighten the comparison with the quibbling Democrats—gives it
more magnitude, fits the public viewpoint and the media viewpoint. He
thinks that we can do it more on the basis of pleading our case, but shar-
ing a great moment in history with the Congress, bringing them in on
it, that it would be good for the country, and a great contrast.”

“E[hrlichman], on the other hand, is concerned about the problem
of keeping the good feeling alive. He thinks that we’re in a position
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with such monumental and unassailable triumph now, that the oppo-
sition’s strategy is going to have to be to try to divert attention, that’s
the only thing they can do, so we need to work out ways of sustain-
ing this, for six to eight weeks. For that reason, he thinks that we should
do a straight report to the people, like the one to the Soviet people, on
return and then go to Congress when the treaty goes up—with a press
conference or some other formal Q&A in between. We went round and
round on this, I talked with the P briefly about it, and his decision was
to wait till tomorrow morning to decide, but probably to go ahead and
go to Congress, particularly on the basis of strong recommendation.”
(The Haldeman Diaries: Multimedia Edition)

Colson, Ehrlichman, Connally, and MacGregor were in Washing-
ton so presumably these discussions took place over long-distance tele-
phone. The President’s Daily Diary records that Nixon talked with Col-
son on the telephone from 12:45 a.m. to 1:14 a.m. on May 30 and that
President Nixon placed the call. (National Archives, Nixon Presiden-
tial Materials, White House Central Files)

In his diary entry for June 1, Haldeman recorded: “Everything
worked out fine. We locked up the plans yesterday morning for going
to Congress to speak and that’s going ahead on plan. The discussion ear-
lier this morning before the meetings was on those arrangements, and
there are still some more ideas on the speech. He did quite a bit of rewrit-
ing. He’s concerned because they’re aren’t [sic] any cheer lines and things
aren’t put together right. He gave me a lot of corrections to go over with
Andrews and wants Price to work on something with spirit, lift and up-
beat for the close. . . . We got back, with the helicopter. Flew that to Con-
gress, and he made his speech in very good shape, although I was con-
cerned because he was so tired that he might have trouble. Didn’t turn
out that way at all.” (The Haldeman Diaries: Multimedia Edition)

The President spoke at 9:40 p.m. on June 1 to a joint session of
Congress in the House Chamber at the Capitol. The address was broad-
cast live on radio and television. (Public Papers: Nixon, 1972, pages
660–666) Kissinger wrote that Nixon spoke “with a blend of hope (oc-
casionally flirting with exultation) and caution.” The President declared
that the “foundation has been laid for a new relationship between the
two most powerful nations in the world,” although he cautioned that
“concrete results, not atmospherics” would be the administration’s 
criterion for high-level meetings. He decided the SALT accords as “the
first step toward a new era of mutually agreed restraint and arms lim-
itations  between the two principal nuclear powers” but also empha-
sized the need for a strong national defense. Nixon said that free world
alliances were the foundation on which all U.S. initiatives for peace
and security must rest and pledged: “As we seek better relations with
those who have been our adversaries, we will not let down our friends
and allies around the world.” (White House Years, pages 1252–1253)
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